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Preface 


EDANTA DESIKA, an illustrious successor to Ramanuja, wrote 

two important philosophical treatises titled Tattva-mukta- 
kalapa and Adhikarana-saravali, devoted primarily to establish 
that Visistadvaita Vedanta is a sound system of philosophy. 
He also contributed another important philosophical work 
under the title Paramata-bhanga in which he presents a critical 
review of the main tenets of sixteen schools of thought covering 
the non-Vedic schools such as Carvaka, Buddhism, Jainism 
and also Vedic schools such as Nyaya, Vaisesika, Sankhya, 
Yoga, Pasupata, Pürvamimarnsa, Vaiyakarana, Bhaskara, Advaita, 
and Visistadvaita. The main purpose of this work is to show 
how Visistadvaita Vedanta expounded by Sri Ramanuja on 
the unquestionable authority of the Upanisads and the 
Vedāntasūtra of Badarayana is the soundest system of philosophy 
as compared to all other Indian philosophical schools of thought, 
including Advaita Vedanta of Sankara as well as other Vedanta 
schools which were in vogue prior to Ramanuja and those 
which were developed later. This is a unique classic since in 
one compendium Vedanta Desika gives a brief exposition of 
the main tenets of all the Indian philosophical systems including 
Vedanta and highlights their merits as well as defects. 

In two of my earlier publications, I have dealt with Tattva- 
mukta-kalapa and Adhikarana-saravah and justified the claim 
of Vedanta De£ika that Visistadvaita Darsana is a sound system 
both on philosophical and logical grounds. I have now taken 
up the study of Paramata-bhanga to demonstrate through a 
critical review of all other schools of thought including the 
Vedanta schools, how Visistadvaita can be regarded as the 
soundest philosophical system. 
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The original text is written in Manipravala, which is Tamil 
language intermixed with Sanskrit words in a terse style, not 
easily comprehensible. The statements expressing the prima 
facie views of the exponents of the concerned schools of thought 
and also the criticisms against them are brief and cryptic, 
but significant with deeper implications. In order to make it 
accessible to the modern scholars interested in the comparative 
and critical study of Indian philosophy, I have attempted to 
present it in English. 

In order to enhance the value of this treatise, I have drawn 
material from the source books of the different Darśanas 
and also included the details of the criticisms furnished in 
other works of Deśika such as Tattva-mukta-kalapa, Sarvartha- 
siddhi, Nyaya-siddhanjana, Nyaya-pari$éuddhi, Seśvara-mīmāmsā, 
and Satadusani. 

In dealing with the Vedānta schools, Vedānta Deśika mentions 
in the Paramata-bhanga only those of Sankara, Bhaskara, 
Yadavapraka$a, and Vaiyakarana. The later schools of Vedanta 
such as Madhva’s Dvaita, Bhedabheda of Nimbarka, Suddhadvaita 
of Vallabha, Acintya-bhedabheda of Caitanya school, and other 
Saivite schools of Vedanta are left out since most of these 
were developed in post-De$ika period. However, in order to 
claim that Visistadvaita is a sounder system of Vedanta, it is 
considered desirable to present also, a comparative and critical 
analysis of the main doctrines of these later schools. I have 
therefore extended the scope of my treatise to include the 
consideration of all schools of Vedanta. 

Itisfor the first time that such an attempt is made to present 
in English and in one volume, a critique of all schools of 
thought along with Visistadvaita. It is hoped that this book 
would be invaluable for a comparative study of Indian philosophy 
in general and a fuller understanding of Visistadvaita. I should 
pay my respects to revered Acarya, the late, Sri Gosthipuram 
Sowmyanarayanacarya Swami who imported to me the knowledge 
of Vedanta. I also wish to pay my respects to His Holiness 
Sivan Satakapa Narayana, Yatindra MahadeSikan, the present 
pontiff of Aholia Mutt and also to His Holiness Sri Abhinava 
Vagisa Brahmatantra Parakala Swamy, the present pontiff of 
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Parakala Mutt, for inspiring me with blessings to undertake 
this work. I also express my grateful thanks to the three eminent 
traditional scholars Mm. N.S. Ramanuja Tatacharya, Mm. 
K.S. Varadacharya, and Mm. V. Srivatsankacharya who have 
helped me in understanding the crucial texts in the Paramata- 
bhanga. In the last I am again very grateful to Mm. N.S. Ramanuja 
Tatacharya for evincing keen interest in my work and for 
graciously writing the Foreword. 


S.M. SRINIVASA CHARI 
Bangalore 
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Fundamental Doctrines of Viéistàdvaita — 
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1 
The Doctrine of Jwwa (Cit-tattva) 


pu BRIEFLY EXPLAINING the fundamental metaphysical 
categories of Visistadvaita, Vedanta Desika takes up for 
detailed examination the doctrine of Jiva first, following the 
order in which the three tattvas are mentioned in the Svetasvatara 
Upanisad. Regarding the specific nature of jiva, it is defined 
as that entity which is sentient in character (cetana), which is 
wholly and always supported (adheya), and controlled by a 
Higher Being (vidheya), and which exists for the benefit of the 
Supreme Being (Sesa). Besides, it should be anu or monadic 
in nature. In other words, jiva is that sentient being which is 
dependent for its existence on the Supreme Being, which is 
wholly and always controlled by Him and which exists for the 
benefit of Paramatman and it is also anu by nature. Alternatively, 
Jiva is defined as that spiritual entity which is self-manifest as 
“I” (aham pratyaya) and which is qualified by the characteristics 
of adheyatva, vidheyatva, $esatua, and anutva. Each of these 
terms defining the nature of jtvais full of metaphysical significance. 
The term cetana means that which possesses knowledge as a 
dharma or attribute. It is therefore a sentient being or spiritual 
entity unlike non-sentient material entity. The other terms, viz., 
adheyatva, vidheyatva, and Sesatva would substantiate that the 
Jiva is the sarzra or body of Isvara in a metaphysical sense and 
organic or inherent relationship between the jiva and Isvara 
similar to the physical body of the jzva. 

. An objection may be raised against this theory. In our ordinary 
experience, we only know that the j:va is the supporter of 
the physical body but we do not comprehend that the jiva is 
also the body of /svara. Is it then appropriate to regard Jiva 
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as a body of Isvara, which fact is not comprehensible to us? 
Though, prime facie, this objection is relevant, it is to be 
admitted, contends Vedanta Désika, on the basis of the Scriptural 
texts which state that jzva is the sarzra of Isvara. The Antaryami 
Brahmana clearly states that the jzva is the $arira of Paramatman 
who by virtue of His immanence is its Inner Controller.! 

It may also be questioned whether it would be appropriate 
to regard vidheyatva or being subjected to the control of Isvara 
as the nature of jivatman, because it is found that jrvais capable 
of functioning on its own in all activities, both religious and 
non-religious, and in view of it, it is free to do what it likes 
and not obligated to obey the commands of a Higher Being. 
In reply to this, Vedanta Desika explains that Isvarahas endowed 
jiva with knowledge and capacity and also proper guidance 
to act in the right direction through the aid of sacred texts. 
Therefore, it is not inappropriate to attribute the characteristic 
of vidheyatva to jiva. For one who is dependent upon the 
body, mind, sense organs, past karma, and other factors for 
engaging himself in activities, the need to follow the dictates 
of the sastra or sacred texts in performing the prescribed 
deeds and avoidance of what is prohibited (vidheyatva), is 
fully justified. 

When jiva as a sentient being should be able to act on its 
own, according to its desires, would it be appropriate to regard 
it as para-sesa-bhita, that is, dependent in all matters on the 
Higher Being? This objection is ruled out on the ground 
that a person such as a servant, though he serves his master 
for selfish purposes such as for wages, he is still considered 
subordinate (éesa) insofar as he gives pleasure to his master 
in serving him loyally. In view of this, Ramanuja defines sesatva 
as the desire on the part of the subordinate to cause delight 
to the one who is the Higher Being. Thus it is stated: paragata 
atisaya adhana icchaya upadeyatvameva yasya svarupam.? Such 
a character constitutes the svaripa of jiva, that is, jiva by its 
very nature is always subordinate or dependent on the Lord. 
When the sole motive of the servant is to please his master, 
the minor selfish purposes for which he may work do not 
affect his $esatva. The attribution of Sesatva to jiva is also 
justified on the basis of the principle laid down by the Mimarhsa, 
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according to which the person who performs the yaga purely 
for selfish purposes such as attaining svarga, etc. is regarded 
as Sesa of the karma. 

A more serious objection is raised against the concept of 
sariratua employed in respect of jiva as Sarira of Isvara. When 
jtvatman is not a mere conglomeration of the various physical 
and mental organs but also the sariraor owner of the physical 
body, how can such a jzva be regarded as the Sarira of Isvara 
(Saririn)? This is justified if we properly understand the true 
meaning of the term Sarira. As Ramanuja explains, the word 
Sarira is not to be taken in the ordinary sense as a physical 
body. The definition offered by Naiyayikas for Sarira® is found 
to be logically defective, since such a description is not applicable 
to the physical elements and other entities which are described 
in the Antaryami Brahmana as Sarira of Paramatman. A correct 
definition of śarīrā, which is applicable to all entities, both 
sentient and non-sentient, is offered by Ramanuja. Thus it is 
defined: yasya cetanasya yaddravyam sarvatmana svarthe niyantum 
dharayitum ca $akyam tat tat$esataikasvarupam tat tasya $ariram. 
That is, in respect of a sentient being—either Paramatman or 
jwatman, whatever entity wholly and always controlled, sustained 
and that which exists for the purpose of its controller, that 
entity is to be regarded as $arira or body, in the technical 
sense.* The two entities should be inseparably related, as 
long as they endure. The physical body is inseparably related 
to the jzva. The body is sustained and controlled by joa. 
The body exists for the purpose of jzva. Thus jiva is a Sari 
or the owner of the physical body, which is its sarzra. On the 
basis of the same logic, the relationship between Paramatman 
and jzvatman and so also other entities in the universe are 
regarded as Sartra of Paramatman. In view of this explanation, 
itis but appropriate to regard jzva as the $arra of Paramatman. 

The admission of anutva for jiva is also questioned by the 
Naiyayikas who regard jzva as vibhu or all-pervasive. There 
are a few arguments in support of this theory. First, wherever 
the body moves, it is found that it experiences both pleasure 
and pain. In order to account for it, the admission of movement 
of jivatman to all places, would amount to unnecessary additional 
explanation (gaurava). If some fortunes arise in distant places 
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far away from the jua, the jiva cannot experience it unless it 
is present there. Besides yogis, muktas, nitya-jtvas living in 
the transcendental world, are capable of assuming at the same 
time several bodies. The Gita also describes jiva as eternal 
and also as omnipresent (nityah sarvagatah sthanuh). Taking 
all these facts into consideration, it would be more appropriate 
to admit vibhutva for jiva as in the case of Paramatman. The 
Scriptural statement speaking of jiva as amu is to be interpreted 
in a different way, according to the critics. 

The argument is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika. It 
is warranted from our experience that whenever the body 
experiences pleasure and pain, it experiences them as associated 
with jivatman, which also moves along with the body. It is 
superfluous to postulate for this purpose, the vibhutva of jiva, 
which is not warranted by Scripture. Fortunes or misfortunes 
can arise in distant places, out of the will of God and it is not 
necessary that jiva should be present there. In the case of 
the yogis, the same one jiva residing in the heart of the body 
can activate out of his yogic power, all other bodies created 
by him. The Upanisads which speak of the exit of the jiva 
from the body (utkranti), and its movement to higher realms 
do not allow for admission of vibhutva since what is vibhu 
cannot have a movement. Hence, the sarvagatatva for jivatman 
is to be interpreted appropriately, in the sense that it is capable 
of entering into all bodies (anupravesa). The Upanisads 
categorically state that jiva is anu.? 

The Jainas believe that jzvatman is of the dimension of the 
physical body possessed by jiva. The argument in support of 
this theory is that the judgment “I am fat” and the experience 
of pain in the leg and the pleasure arising in the head prove 
the fact that jiva is pervasive in all parts of the body. 

This is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika. The judgment 
“I am fat” is a case of delusion. The experience of pain in 
the leg by the jtva can easily be explained on the basis of the 
fact that the attributive knowledge of jrva which pervades all 
over the body, experiences the pain and not by the jzva directly. 
If this explanation is not admitted, it would amount to the 
admission of j;va breaking up into several parts in respect of 
the yogis who can assume different bodies. The description 
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of jtva as ananta or infinite in the state of mukti is to be 
understood in the sense that the attributive knowledge of 
Jiva (dharma-bhita-jnana) becomes infinite in its range since 
it becomes totally free from karma which had eclipsed the 
jfiàna in the state of bondage. Otherwise, it would conflict 
with the Srutis declaring jiva as nirvikara. The pervasion of 
Jiva throughout the body is to be taken in the sense that it 
pervades through its jana which is its essential attribute and 
not by its svarüpa since it is monadic in nature, as warranted 
by the Sruti. 

The Sankhyas and so also the Advaitins hold the theory 
that jzva is essentially of the nature of jñāna (j&ana-svarupa) 
and hence its pervasion (vyapti) means pervasion of the very 
svarüpa. 'This is not a sound theory because it contradicts the 
judgment aham janami ox “I know.” Here the notion “I” stands 
for the jivátman and knowledge (of the object) is the attributive 
knowledge of, the self. It is well-established by pramanas that 
the notion “I” (aham-artha) is j:vatman. The Scriptural and 
Smrti texts also affirm that jzvatman is both of the nature of 
knowledge and also possesses knowledge as its dharma (jnana- 
gunaka) 9 The stray Scriptural statements which state that jmatman 
is only of the nature of knowledge (prajna-ghana eva) is to be 
understood that atman is wholly constituted of. consciousness 
and that it has no element of jadatva or invertness. This is 
comparable to the illustration of saindhava-ghana or the lump 
of salt cited by the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad which implies 
that it is wholly of the nature of salt and does not contain in 
it any non-salt particle (jadamsu-vyudasadi para). 

According to the Visistadvaita, the entity denoted by "I" 
(ahamartha) is the true self. It is not to be confused with the 
ahankara or ego which is caused by the delusion of the physical 
body as the self. Nor is it the product of mahat-tattva, the 
evolute of prakrti. The antahkarana which is the internal sense 
organ, which is inert or jadalike any physical product, cannot 
be regarded as the true self, which is of the nature of pure 
consciousness. Visistadvaita Vedanta draws a distinction between 
pratyak and parāk. What is self-revealed, that is, sel£ manifest, 
is pratyak, whereas what manifests itself for others is parak. 
The jivatman reveals itself for itself, whereas dharma-bhuta- 
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jfiana xeveals objects to the self, but it itself does not know 
the objects revealed to the self. Dharma-bhüta-jfiàna is also 
self luminous because at the time it reveals the objects to the 
self, it does not require another knowledge to prove its functioning. 
The Advaitins contend that if knowledge is revealed by some 
other knowledge, it ceases to be knowledge. This is untenable 
because it cannot be proved by inferential argument adopted 
by the Advaitins in support of it.” The Scriptural texts also 
do not support this theory. 

The jzva is eternal (nitya) as stated in the Upanisads. The 
birth and death of jzva, the presence and absence of jñāna 
for jiva, the Scriptural statements that j;va is created by J$vara 
and the statement that purusa dissolves itself in Paramatman 
should not be construed to mean that jzvas are not eternal 
(anitya). Death and birth of jzva imply the association and 
dissociation of a jzva with the body. The presence or absence 
of knowledge is to be understood as the various modifications 
of dharma-bhuta-jnana to which it is subject and this does not 
affect the svarupa of jrva which is only its a$raya. Jivatman 
does not undergo any transformation in the same way as a 
lump of clay. It is therefore appropriate to regard it as nirvikāra. 
The changes which take place in the body, do not affect the 
ja, which is its asraya. Hence, jiva is eternal in nature. In 
view of it, the theories that jzva lasts as long as the body lasts, 
that it endures upto the state of dissolution (apralaya-sthàyt), 
that it endures upto the state of total liberation, etc., are all 
untenable. That body itself is the self, as Carvakas maintain, 
is also a wrong theory, as will be discussed in the chapter on 
Carvaka system. 

There are three types of jzvas: (1) those who are caught 
up in the cycle of births and deaths. (anuurtta samsari); (2) 
those who are liberated from bondage (nivrtta samsarz, and 
(3) those who never had any bondage (samsara-atyanta- 
abhavavan). These three categories are named as baddha, 
mukta, and nitya in Visistadvatia. The intrinsic nature of all 
these jzvas is the same (svarupam ekaprakàram). If there are 
differences among the baddha jivas, it is all due to the influence 
of the past karma of the respective individual souls. The types 
of the bodies assumed by the jzvasmake the distinction between 
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human beings, celestial beings, and lower forms of living 
beings. But as far as their intrinsic nature is concerned, they 
are the same. In the case of nityas and muktas, they are 
differentiated on the basis of the activities they assume out of 
their own desire in accordance with the will of the Paramatman. 

The plurality of the jzvas (jiva-nanatva) is to be admitted. 
For those who do not admit the difference between the aimans, 
it would lead to the position that the pleasure and pain 
experienced by one individual should also be experienced 
by others. But this is not the case. If it is argued that the 
differences in respect of the experiences of individuals are 
due to the differences in the bodies, then the different bodies 
assumed by some yogis and Saubhari, the Puranic person, 
would have to be different. But it is not so. In the same way, 
the differences that exist in respect of the sense organs would 
not offer a solution. The differences that exist among the 
antahkaranas or internal sense organs of different individuals, 
would not offer a solution since they cease to exist with the 
dissolution of prakrti and its products at the end of the epoch 
(kalpante) . 

After the jivas are totally liberated from karma or bondage 
and attain mukti, there is no return to the mundane existence 
from that state. As the jivas are totally free from bondage, 
there cannot be any difference in their experience of the 
bliss of Brahman (G@nanda-taratamya), as conceived by Madhvas. 
The admission of @nanda-taratamya, according to Vedanta Desika, 
is not warranted by the valid pramanas (pramana-upapatti- 
viruddha). The moksa proper, is the experience of the bliss 
of Brahman in its fullest form with all the glory of Brahman 
as stated by the Taittiriya Upanisad (so’ snute sarvan kaman 
bahmana saha). The theory of Vaisesikas that in the state of 
mukti, jiva is like a piece of stone without any experience of 
joy, is also opposed to Scriptural texts. ; 

According to the Sankhyas, the jrvatman who is termed as 
purusa, is neither the doer (karta) nor the enjoyer (bhokta) 
and he does not become either bound or liberated, nor passes 
through births and deaths. In view of it, there cannot be any 
differentiation of jivas as baddhas, mukta, and nias Hence, 
all are muktas. This theory is unsound since 1t 1s opposed to 
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the Sacred texts which teach about the attainment of heavenly 
bliss (svarga) and moksa and the means to be adopted to attain 
the same. 

Kartrtva cannot be denied for the jzva, as otherwise, the 
dictates of the Sacred texts to perform certain meritorious 
deeds and abstaining from evil acts would be rendered meaningless. 
The Vedantasütra clearly states: kartā Sastrarthavattvat.® 

There are some objections against the acceptance of the 
category of jzvas as muktas. The basis for this view is that 
jivas after liberation from bondage, become one with Jsvara, 
asin the case of the rivers entering into the sea become merged 
in it. This theory is unsound because it directly conflicts with 
the Scriptural texts which speak of sāmya or equality between 
jiva and Brahman after liberation.? So also states the Gita: 
mama sadharmyam āgatāh.!? This equality or similarity is not 
in every way but only in respect of certain characteristics. 
The lump of poison and the piece of gold weighed together 
and found equal in weight, is not equal in every respect, 
such as value. The Katha Upanisad offers an illustration of 
the water in the cup when poured into the pure water in the 
jug, becomes the same as that of the jug (yathodakam $uddhe 
$uddhamasiktam tadrgeva bhavati).!! In this case, the water in 
the cup becomes mixed with the water in the jug. It does not 
imply identity (aikya) in respect of svariipa, but samslesa (becoming 
united). In the same way, the illustration of the rivers entering 
the ocean does not convey the idea that they become lost in 
the ocean but they exist in it as indistinguishable. The fact 
that the quantity of water in the jug increases with the addition 
of water from the cup supports the fact that the cup-water is 
not lost in the jug-water. Similarly, the water sprinkled (poured) 
over the molten iron rod is not lost in it, but is present in an 
imperceptible manner. All these illustrations convey the sense 
of difference and not identity between jtvatman and Brahman. 

The statement of the Sitrakara: “Jagad-vyapara varjam" in 
respect of muktatma is intended to convey the idea that the 
liberated jzvas do not possess the distinguishing characteristics 
of Brahman. It may be argued that the mukta Jiva has acquired 


tions, but it does not perform 


the same. This would amount to the admission that muktatma 
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ENI phe and that it isimmanent as Antaryami 
SVETY : jiva will have to be regarded as sarva- 
Sartre or Inner controller of all. But such view would be opposed 
to the Scriptural texts. Hence it is to be admitted that whatever 
capacity or power the muktatman gains in the state of moksa 
is only to the limited extent of performing services to the 
Lord in accordance with His will. 

In the state of mukti, whatever the muktatma wills to do 
and also accomplishes, is in accordance with the will of the 
Lord. Though he is a free individual, not being conditioned 
by karma (akarma-va$yah), he does not desire for anything 
other than what is pleasing to the Lord. Whatever he desires 
to do, it will be fulfilled by the will of Paramatman without 
any obstruction. In view of this, the satya-sankalpatva of the 
muktatma is not affected. 

The new status attained by the muktatma in the form of 
everlasting experience of bliss of Paramatman is due to the 
removal of the obstruction (pratibandhaka-nivrtti) in the form 
of karma, and also the will of God, similar to the manifestation 
of the luster of the diamond after the removal of the dirt 
eclipsing it. In the case of nitya-jivas, those who have never 
had bondage, their experience of the bliss of Paramatman is 
due to the nityeccha, that is, permanent will of the Lord. 
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The Doctrine of Cosmic Matter (Acit-tattua) 


HE SVETASVATARA UPANISAD which mentions the three 

fundamental metaphysical principles describes the acit 
tattva as bhogya as contrasted to the bhokta or jivatman and 
preritara or the controller because it has neither the capacity 
to experience (Dhoktrtva) nor the capacity to control ( prerakatva). 
It is only the object of experience (bhogya). Acit, also termed 
as acetana, is defined as that which is devoid of jnatrva. The 
term jnatr means that which is the subject of knowledge. Jnátrtva 
implies either that which reveals to itself, like jivasvarupa or 
that which manifests itself as “I” (ahamtva). In the absence of 
these important functions or characteristics, the theory which 
upholds that mere jnana-svariipa is pratyak or that which manifests 
to itself and also the theory that non-sentient entities such as 
ahankara is jvoàtman, are untenable as these are opposed to 
all pramanas. However, in Visistadvaita, Vedanta, the dharma- 
bhuta-jiana or the knowledge which is an attribute of the self 
is also regarded as acetana, even though it is of the nature of 
knowledge. It is categorized as jnana because it is not the 
subject of knowledge, unlike jzvátman. It only reveals the object 
to the self but it does not know the object. It is also regarded 
as a dravya because it is subject to modifications or avasthas 
of jnana. 

Visistadvaita acknowledges three kinds 
are: (1) prakrti, characterized by the thre 
and tamas; (2) kdla or time; and ( 
transcendental spiritual realm which is of the nature of pure 
sattva. These are categorized as acetanas because these do 
not possess knowledge, unlike cit or jwatman. The common 


of acit dravyas. These 
€ gunas—sattva, rajas, 
3) Suddha-sattva or 
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characteristic between prakrti and kala is the absence of the 
quality of suddha-sattva. The common characteristic of prakrti 
and Suddha-sattva is the possession of the quality of sattva. 
What is common to both kala and Suddha-sattva is the absence 
of the qualities of rajas and tamas. Similalry, the common 
features between kdla and jivdtman is the observe of the three 
gunas—sattva, rajas, and tamas. 

Prakrti, also named as triguna, is a dravya or substance 
which is the asraya or locus for the three gunas, viz., sattva, 
rajas, and tamas. The prakrti in the form of body affects the 
knowledge of the baddha jiva by causing in it contraction and 
expansion and thereby prevents it from obtaining the true 
knowledge of Paramātman (bhagavat-svarupa-tirodhana). 

The Advaitins maintain that the true nature of the 
undifferentiated Brahman, which is only pure consciousness, 
is eclipsed by ajnana. This is not a sound theory because it 
amounts to the destruction of the very svarupa of Brahman. 
The Sankhyas maintain that the three gunas are dravyas or 
substances and not qualities (gunas) and when these are in 
equilibrium (samyavastha), it is known as mula-prakrti or 
primordial cosmic matter. This view would conflict with the 
teaching of the Gita, which clearly states that sattva, rajas, 
and (amas are gunas of prakrti. The theories which maintain 
that dharmaand dharmiare identical, and the relation between 
them is one of difference and non-difference, stand opposed 
to our experience. Though sativa, rajas, and tamas could also 
be regarded as dravyas, in certain contexts, it would be more 
appropriate to admit them as gunas with reference to the prakrh. 

The Vaisesikas do not accept these three gunas since these 
are not evident to perception. The Sankhyas, on the contrary, 
accept it on the basis of inference. Both these views are also 
opposed to the Scriptural texts (agamabadha). Similar ly, there 
is no Scriptural proof for the theory of some Advaitins that 
the three forms of Brahman—sattva, rajas, and tamas represent 
the reflections of sat, cit, and Gnandain the maya. The description 
of sattva, rajas, and tamas as red, white, and black, etc. à the 
Chandogya Upanisad is to be taken 1n a figurative sense. 

Sattva, rajas, and tamas are t 
admitted on the basis of the influences 


the gunas of prakrti. These are 
they exert on the 
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individuals. Sattva is the quality which causes illumination 
(prakasa), lightness (laghava), and happiness (sukha). It enhances 
the knowledge and happiness in individuals. In case of some 
individuals, the sattva-guna is inherent at the. time of birth 
due to the grace of God in accordance with their extraordinary 
merit of previous life and makes then develop interest in 
pursuing the means of attaining moksa. There are numerous 
Puranic episodes which reveal how certain individuals, due 
to the grace of God, are enabled to develop spiritual interest 
due to their past punya-karma. 

The quality of rajas causes passion, attachment to things, 
movement, etc. and induces individuals in activities. It also 
makes persons indulge in prohibited and undesirable acts 
and thereby causes bondage. 

Tamas is the cause of ignorance, lethargy, and sleepiness. 
It hinders the progress in our endeavours. All these details 
are provided in the Bhagavadgita (XVII). 

These three gunas are present in an individual in varying 
proportion, just as vata, pitta, kapha (the chemical elements) 
in one's body and the qualities such as colour, taste, and 
odour in a substance. They are subject to fluctuations due to 
different places (pradésa-bheda) and different times (kala-bheda) 
which cause either their manifestations or suppressions due 
to the mutual influence of the gunas. These variations of gunas 
in an individual influence the mental and physical activities. 
The division of human beings into four classes as Bráhmanas, 
Ksatriyas, Vaisyas, and Südras as mentioned in the Gita are 
due to the presence or absence of these inherent qualities of - 
sattva, rajas, and tamasin different proportion. The classification 
of the Puranas into sattvika, rajasika, and tamasika mentioned 
in the Padmapurana is also ascribed to the influence of the 
gunas on the mental traits of their authors. 

The statements in the Svetasvatara Upanisad that kala, svabhava, 
niyati, yadrccha, prakrti, and purusa are the cause of cosmic 
creation, represents the prima facie view (purvapaksa). All 
these are rejected in the latter part of the Upanisad and it is 


affirmed that /svarawith the association of prakrti, is the cause 
of the Universe. à 
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Prakrti by nature is eternal but it is also constantly changing 
(nitya satata-vikriya). But both during the state of dissolution 
and prior to creation, the gunasremain in a state of equilibrium, 
similar to the ocean remaining calm without any waves. At 
the time of creation, disturbance of the gunas takes place in 
respect of a small part of frakrti as in the case of waves arising 
in a part of the huge ocean. It is only that portion of prakrti 
that undergoes modification. On the basis of such an explanation, 
we speak of the difference between samasti or the creation of 
the aggregate universe and vyasti or the creation of the variegated 
universe. In other words there is no total transformation of 
the trigunatmaka prakrti, but only a small part of it undergoes 
modification, while the rest of it remains undisturbed. 

In describing the order of dissolution of prakrti, Subala 
Upanisad states: “avyaktam aksare liyate, aksaram tamasi lyyate, 
tamah eki bhavati pare deve" (avyakta is dissolved in aksara, 
aksara becomes tamas, tamas becomes united in Para devata). 
This would imply that prior to avyakta (unmanifest prakrti), 
there are two states, viz., aksara and tamas. What are these 
two states? The term aksara normally denotes the aggregate 
of all jzvas, viz., Caturmukha Brahma in whom all jivas rest 
prior to creation (ksetrajna samastt). But the samasti-purusa 
cannot be placed between avyakta and tamas. Hence aksara 
in this context is to be taken as prakrti or non-sentient cosmic 
matter associated with jiva-samasti (purusa). Tamas which becomes 
united with Paradevata, therefore, stands for the suksmavastha 
of both prakrti and samasti-purusa. There is no other principle 
higher than tamas, since it finally becomes united with Paramatman. 


The theory of Yadavaprakasa that prakrti and purusa are 
the very manifestations of Brahman is not E RUE 
both purusa and prakrti are anadi, as stated in oe oes 
hence they cannot originate from Brahman. It woul Ms e 
against the Scriptural texts speaking of Br S as m js : 
Srsti or creation of a tattvais to be understoo in the s 3 f 
that Brahman as associated with dt and acit in een 
forms, assumes a different state, that is, DM S RUM 
with cit and acit in their manifest forms. The s 


expressed by sage Manu in the following statement: asid-idam 
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tamo bhutam...so abhidhyaya Sarirat suat sisrksuh vividhah prajàh 
[All this (the universe) was in the beginning (prior to creation) 
tamas (unmanifest); He (Paramatman) by His will created all 
the living beings]. 

The concept of maya applied to tamas only signifies that it 
possesses the power of creating variegated objects (vicitra- 
srsti-upakarana). It does not mean the illusory principle as 
conceived by the Advaitin. If itis taken as the illusory principle, 
then it would conflict with the statement: deva mayeva nirmità 
(it was created as deva maya). 

Mahat is the next important evolute arising from the part 
of prakrti in which the gunas are in a state of fluctuation. It is 
called mahan or mahat-tattva because it is the most important 
evolute which is greater than all the subsequent evolutes. 
Some Sankhyas designate mahàn as buddhi (mahàn vai 
buddhilaksanah), because in the functioning of manas, mahat- 
tattvais of great help for the act of determination or adhyavasaya. 
For those who ascribe to buddhi the capacity to know (jñätrtva), 
it would amount to the denial of the sentient jwatman as a 
separate entity. Even mahat-tattva is also characterized by the 
three gunas: sattva, rajas, and tamas which exist in it in varying 
proportion. This mahat-tattva and all its other evolutes are different 
for each individual, after the variegated creation takes place. 

The evolute which originates from mahatis known as ahankara. 
It is so called because it causes the experience that the body 
itself is atman. This ahankara-tattvais different from the entity 
denoted by the notion of "I" which is regarded as jzvatman 
by the Visistadvaitin. But the Sankhyas and the Advaitins regard 
the evolute named ahankara itself as the ahamartha or the 
notion of “J.” But this view would be Opposed to the pramanas 
which clearly reveal the distinction between what is dima and 
what is not atma. Thus, the Upanisadic text describing jiva 
and matter as bhoktà and bhogya draw a clear distinction between 
jivatman and the nor-sentient cosmic matter. The statement 
which speaks of the rejection of ahankàra as an undesirable 
trait, do not refer to the negation of the dtma-tattva, but on 


the contrary, it advocates to give up the delusion of body as 
OAOE ited feeling of oneself as great 
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The ahankara-tattva, like mahat, is of three kinds due to 
the fluctuation of the three gunas. These are sattvika ahankara, 
rajasa ahankara, and tàmasa ahankara, Sattvika ahankàra is 
the cause of the indriyas or the sense organs. Tamasa ahankàra 
is the cause of the five tanmdtras or subtle elements. Rajasa 
ahankara acts as a generating force for both. It also acts as 
the instrumental cause for the evolution of the indriyas and 
tanmatras. 

From the sattvika ahankara originate all the eleven indriyas 
including manas or mind. The view of Hiranyagarbha (founder 
of yoga) that the indriyas are the different forms of ahankara 
does not conform to the Scriptural texts teaching the origin 
of indriyas from ahankara. The Saiva sect which maintains 
that the five karmendriyasroom the products of rajasa ahankara 
is also opposed to the Scriptural and Smrti texts. It is also 
not correct to say that karmendriyas come into existence along 
with the concerned physical bodies at the time of creation, 
because it stands opposed to the Scriptural text which says 
that all eleven indriyas originate from ahankara at the time of 
creation. The mention of six indriyas only, including manas, 
as originating from prakrti, by the Gita is only illustrative of 
all eleven indriyas (upalaksanaparam). 

Manas is the indriya which serves as an accessory for the 
functioning of the five sense organs and itis directly instrumental 
for causing desire and memory. It is also helpful in causing 
knowledge and a desire to act while karmendriyas are functioning. 
The theory of Sankhyas which categorizes separately the five 
jndnendriyas and five karmendriyas and mentions that manas 
is useful for both, is not sound. dieci 

If manas is regarded as a karmendriya because it is either 
directly or indirectly useful for the activities of the Me aan 
then even ear (Srotra) and other sense organs are to bea e 
as karmendriyas. Manas itself is sometimes named as lhi, 
ahankara and citta on the basis of its threefold functions, Meo 

; ity, and thinking. This 
determination, attachment to an entity, 

i tence of mahat tattva 
does not amount to the denial of the existence ee 
and ahankara, the two evolutes. The implication Y nctions 
is that when an individual performs d a BE ana 
the same manas is named differently as buddhi, a 3 
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citta. In view of this, the theory of the Sankhyas that sense 
organs are thirteen in number and that antahkarana or internal 
organ is of three kinds, stands refuted. Adhyavasaya 
(determination), kama (desire), sankalpa (will), etc. are actually 
the various modifications or states (avasthas) of dharma-bhita- 
jnana of the jiva during the state of bondage. But these are 
regarded as functions of mind insofar as these modifications 
arise due to the influence of the various sense organs. In the 
Gita verse, manas is also included in the category of indriyas 
(indriyani dasaikam ca). This is justified since manas, like the 
other indriyas are the products of sattvika ahankara. 

All the indriyas, as pointed out in the Vedantasütra,? are 
monadic in character (anuvasca). As indriyas are the modified 
products of the ahankara (vikaridravya), they can assume different 
dimensions such as big or small in accordance with the 
dimensions of the respective bodies of the living beings. Some 
Buddhists admit three types of indriyas classified as masculine, 
feminine, and jivendriya due to different types of functions 
of the bodies. But this theory is rejected by Vedanta De$ika 
as imaginary and irrelevant. 

The theory that manas is nitya and also vibhu as held by 
some Vaisesikas, stands opposed to the teaching of the Scriptural 
texts which categorically state that all the eleven indriyasincluding 
manas are the products of sattvika ahankara. Similarly, there 
are other theories about manas held by Bhatta Mimarhsakas 
and some Buddhists, but all these are untenable. 

How the indriyas which are located in the body are able to 
grasp or come into contact with objects outside them? This is 
a question which has engaged all schools of thought and different 
explanations are offered by them.? Without going into the 
critical examination of these theories Vedanta Deśika states 
in a general way that the functioning of the indriyas with reference 
to their contact with different kinds of external objects are to 
be explained in accordance with the nature of the objects 
and our experience. In the case of the comprehension by 
the visual organ of subtle objects hidden in crystals, clear 
water, mirror, etc., the subtle rays radiating from the eyes 
come into contact with them. If they cannot grasp them, it is 
due to the hindrance which prevents the entry of the rays of 


The Doctrine of Cosmic Matter (Acittattua) 19 


light into it. In the case of the organ comprehending the 
odour in the flower which exists far from the organ, the odour 
itself which travels from the flower through the media of air 
(vayu), reaches the organ. 

The followers of the Bhedabheda-vada maintain the view 
that from ahankara tattva combined with the five physical 
elements, originate the five sense organs as well as the respective 
karmendriyas and only manas emanates from ahankara. The 
Vaisesikas, on the other hand, do not accept the five karmendriyas. 
If the karmendriyas are rejected, then on the same ground, 
we could as well reject the jñānendriyas. 

The mention of lesser number of indriyas in some of the 
Scriptural texts is not intended to deny the existence of other 
indriyas. These have a different purport. The statement that 
akasa is to be included in the zndriyas and that indriyas are to 
be included among the tanmatras, are to be taken in the sense 
of samsarga, that is, as being united in them. Otherwise, all 
these statements would be opposed to the Scriptural teaching 
which points out that indriyas are the products of sattvika 
ahankara and that they are all modified effects of the causal 
substance, viz., ahankara tattva. i 

All the eleven indriyasare different, similar to the five elements, 
and exist in the individuals separately and as such they are 
countless. As stated by Manu,* these indriyas in their subtle 
form, are implanted by Ifvara in the subtle bodies of all the 
living beings. m 

The Sankhyas who also admit the existence of linga-Sarira, 
the subtle body, believe that it endures upto the end of an 
epoch (akalpa-sthay)) and it comprises the five subtle elements 
(tanmatra) and eleven subtle indriyas and buddhi (mahat-tattva) . 
When jiva transmigrates through the cycle of births and deaths, 
these too go along with it. According to Anandanubhava, an 
Advaitin who has written a commentary on Nyaya-raina Dipavali 
and Istasiddhi, the linga-$arira comprises nineteen parts—eleven 
indriyas, five tanmatras, and the rest three are mahat, ahankara, 
and prakrti. 

The term bhitas or physical elements are the DETEN 
(dravyas) which serve as the basis (āśraya) for the gunas suc 
as sound, colour, etc., which are objects of the sense organs: 
These are classified as gross (sthula) and subtle (suksma). 
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The subtle ones are named as tanmairas and the gross ones 
are called bhutas. This difference between tanmatra and bhüta 
is drawn on the basis of the variation of the gunas possessed 
by them as in the example of sugarcane juice and sugar candy. 
The variation of gunas in the tanmátras is not perceptible to 
us. Even in respect of the gross physical elements, which are 
perceptible, we cannot know the variation of sattva, rajas, 
and tamas, which exist in them in different proportion. 

There are various theories regarding the order in which 
the tanmatras evolve, and also how the pañca-bhùtas evolve 
from the tanmatras. Vedanta Désika critically examines them 
and sets out the correct theory on the basis of the Scriptural 
and Smrti texts. The important deviation from that of the 
Sankhyas is, all the five tanmdtras according to the Sankhyas 
evolve together out of the tamasa ahankara, whereas for 
Visistadvaita, only sabda-tanmatra comes out of tamasa ahankara. 
From Sabda-tanmatra arises akasa or the gross space. From 
akaSa comes sparsa-tanmatra which in turn causes vayu. From 
vayu comes rupa-tanmatra. From this comes tejas which produces 
(rasa) tanmatra. Rasa-tanmatra causes jala. From jala comes 
gandha-tanmatra. From this evolves prthivi. (See p. 21, for the 
order of evolution of the tanmatras and bhutas as stated in 
Tattva-muktakalapa.) 

Each element is characterized by a specific quality. Akasa 
possesses the quality of sound only. Air possesses the qualities 
of sound and touch. Tejas or fire possesses three gunas, viz., 
sound, touch, and colour. Water is characterized by sound, 
touch, colour, and taste. Prthivi possesses all the five gunas— 
sound, touch, colour, taste, and odour. Since the bhütas evolve 
one after another in a successive order starting from àkááa, 
qualities inherent in the respective elements are transmitted 
to the next one. Even the Vaisesikas accept the successive 
increase of the gunas in the bhatas. According to the theory 
of Pancikarana or the admixture ofall five elements in a certain 
proportion, it is possible to admit the presence of different 
gunas in the five bhutas. Though all gunas are present in the 
bhutas in different proportion, each bhitais named separately 
as prihivi, ap, tejas, etc., because of the predominance of a 
particular element and lesser and lesser quantity of the other 
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elements. For instance prthivi is so called because of the 
predominance of the half of prthivi element and one-eighth 
quantity of jala, agni, vayu, and ákàía respectively. 

Prakrti 


| 
Mahat 


Atanlara 
[ 
Sattvika ahankara 


| Rājasa ahańkāra Tāmasa ahankara 





Manas (mind), jnanendriyas Śabda-tanmātra 
(sense organs), and | 
karmendriyas (conative organs) * kasa 


Sparsa-tanmatra 
| 
Vayu 


| 
Rupa-tanmatra 
| 
Tejas 
| 
Rasa-tanmatra 
4 
Jala 
| 


Gandha-tanmatra 


| 
Prthivi 

The trvitkarana or admixture of the three elements referred 
to in the Chandogya Upanisad is illustrative of the Paricikarana 
theory taught in other parts of the Sacred texts. The PR US 
of the gunas of one element in the other elements such as 
blueness in ákása, odour and coldness in vàyu, whiteness and 
blackness in fire, colour and different tastes in water, pae 
etc., in prthivī are caused on account of the UE ; 
different elements by the process of Pancikarana: is is to 
be admitted on the authority of the Scriptural texts. ; 

Regarding akasa or Ether which is the first EE E E 
from áabda-tanmátra, it is described as that which p 
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space for other objects (avakasa-pradanam). It is also defined 
as that which does not cause obstruction for tactile objects. It 
is therefore to be taken as a separate /attva. The theories of 
Carvaka, Buddhists, and Vai$esikas who maintain that dkdasa 
does not exist and even if it exists it is beyond our perceptual 
experience and that it is eternal or vibhu, etc. stand opposed 
to our experience and also to the Scriptural texts. Some state 
that ákaía is the object of all ndriyas (sarvendriya pratyaksa 
vedyam) and it is to be understood in the sense that it can be 
seen by all the individuals through the visual organ. All the 
other four elements including vàyu can be comprehended 
by touch. But Vaisesikas hold that only vayu can be experienced 
by touch, whereas that it is a substance is known by me2is of 
inference. This is not a correct theory since on the basis of 
logic, fire also would become an object of inference since its 
qualities, viz., touch and colour are perceived. But they do 
not admit it. 

With regard to tamas or darkness, there are different theories. 
One view is that tamas is a conglomeration of the minute 
particles of earth and the dark blue colour visible to us is 
tamas. According to another view, tamas or darkness is a separate 
substance. One other theory is that in the absence of light, 
there is the appearance of dark colour. All these theories 
are opposed to our perceptual experience. It would also lead 
to the fallacy of postulating an unwanted additional factor 
(kalpanà gaurava). 

These five elements, after they are mixed up in different 
proportions in accordance with the Parickarana theory, undergo 
various modifications and serve human beings as either objects 
of enjoyment or means of enjoyment or as places of experience 
(bhogasthana). The Jaina theory which admits a primordial 
cosmic substance named as pudgala, which evolves itself into 
five elements, sounds good but it suffers from the defect of 
not accounting an orderly process of evolution 
points of time as in the case of prakrti and its evolutio 
it is opposed to the Scriptural texts, 

The bodies which are intended for experience of pleasure 


and pain are of four types in accordance with the four kinds 
of living beings: Devas or celestial beings, human beings, animals, 


at specified 
n. Moreover, 


The Doctrine of Cosmic Matter (Acittattua) 23 


and inanimate objects (sthdvaras). In some Puranas, the last 
category is divided into two groups as AO ROR EDEL ai 
sthavarantaka. But both these states are included in the sthavara 
category. The argument that there are no souls in sthavaras 
to experience anything is also untenable because in that case 
one can argue that even in the lower form of living beings, 
there are no souls other than the bodies. Thus, all entities 
upto the five physical elements are regarded as triguna-dravya, 
since they are modifications of the same prakrti. This is explained 
on the analogy of the palm-leaf and the ornament made out 
of it by rolling the same as the earring (patra-tatanka nyaya). 

Itis stated that the cosmic universe and several other realms 
called andaja are created by Isvara through the evolution of 
prakrti similar to the ocean giving rise to several waves, as 
part of the Divine Sport. In this connection, a question is 
raised: whether these come into existence simultaneously, at 
one time (yugapat) or in succession at different times (krama 
srsti). If it be the latter, it cannot be said that the cosmic 
universe is the same as prakrti in its manifested form. Hence 
it is to be admitted that the cosmic universe and all other: 
andaja are created at the same time through the evolution of 
prakrti. This view conforms to the teachings of the Scriptural 
and Smrti texts. 

The Niriávara Mimarhsakas maintain the view that the creation 
and also the dissolution of the universe and other andaja 
(realms) should not take place at the same time as there 
would be a break for the continuity or the Vedic tradition 
from a beginningless time and hence there is no need to 
postulate the evolution and dissolution of prakrü which is 
not accessible to perceptual experience. This is not a correct 
theory as it falls outside the Vedic teachings. Allied to the 
Mimarhsakas, the Sesvara Sankhyas enumerate twenty-five m 
by adding jiva (purusa) to the twenty-four principles, Ee 
this view stands negated by several other statements whic 


reckon twenty-six tattvas by adding Ivara to the twenty-five 


principles. But in the Mahabharata (in Santiparva), d AEN 
regarded as the twenty-fifth tattva. The implication of " is 
that though jiva and Paramátman are two separate entities, 


i matman is immanent in 
they are one in the sense that Parama 
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jiva and as being inseparably related to jzva, it is counted as 
the twenty-fifth principle. The relevant verse in the Mahabharata 
reads: anyasca rajan, sa parah tacca anyah pancavimsakah; tatsthattvat 
anupasyanti hy-eka eveti sadhavah. It means: “The twenty-fifth 
tattva (jzvatma) is different; Paramatman is also different. 
Nevertheless, since He (Paramatman) is immanent in the jiva, 
the two as inseparably related, constitute one tattva.” The 
Vedantasutra reading as “avasthiteh iti ka$akrtsnah" also signifies 
the same truth. Even the Scriptural text (Mantrikopanisad) 
says that /svara can be regarded either as the twenty-fifth or 
twenty-sixth tattva (tam sadvimsakam ityahuh). By adding to 
prakrti the tamas, which is a different state of prakrti, the total 
number of tattvas can be counted as twenty-seven. Some reckon 
twenty-seven tattvas by adding the Antaryamin as a separate 
entity but this is not appropriate since Antaryaminis not distinct 
from Paramatman. Some argue that there are only six tattvas 
on the basis of the Taittirzya passage dealing with the causation 
of the universe (atmà, akasa, vayu, agni, apah, and prthivi). 
But this is opposed to several other Scriptural texts. If in 
some texts mention is made of a smaller number of tattvas, 
while in others a larger number is enumerated, we have to 
take both into consideration to determine the total number 
of tattvas. There is not much difference when we make two 
statements, viz., (a) from milk comes cream and from cream 
comes curd, and (b) from milk we get curd. Similarly, when 
the Upanisads describe the total number of tattvas in two 
different ways, there should be no difference in the purport. 
If such an explanation is not accepted, then in the passage of 
Chandogya Upanisad dealing with sad-vidyà in which mention 
is made only of sat or Brahman, tejas, ba, and prthivi, we 
have to say that there are only four tattvas. This is not a 
correct theory since, in other passages dealing with the creation 
ofthe universe, other tattvas are enumerated. The Saivagamas 
speak of thirty-six tattvas by adding several other tattvas, but 
it is not accepted by other orthodox schools, Hence this view 
is to be overlooked, according to Vedanta Deéika. 
C o et Bs sio as east, west, etc. as a 
ry. According to them it is nitya 
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or eternal and vibhu or all-pervasive. But this cannot be regarded 
as a separate /attva since there is no mention of it in the 
enumeration of the /attvas. If there are some statements saying 
that dik is created (disah srotrat), it is to be taken in the same 
sense as the creation of heaven, antariksa, etc. Hence it cannot 
be treated as a part of the tattvas evolved out of prakrti. Some 
maintain the view that dik is recognized on the basis of the 
division of akàsa with reference to the movement of the sun 
from one direction to another. Others (Sankhyas) believe 
that the ahankara-tattva itself evolves into the form of dik. 
Even if these theories are accepted, still there is need for 
some other limiting adjuncts (upadhi) by means of which 
directions have to be recognized. 


THE THEORY OF KALA 


So far, the discussion of prakrti, which is one of the three 
types of acit-tattva in Visistadvaita, is discussed comprehensively 
by critically analyzing all other views related to it. Now we 
come to the discussion of kala or time which is the second 
important acit-tattva. It is the substance (dravya) which is 
characterized by the notion of moments (ksana), hours, days, 
months, years, etc. and the notion of past, present, and future 
and also older and younger, etc. It is nitya or eternal and 
infinite but it undergoes modifications as moments, days, months, 
years, etc. Some believe that kala, though it is eternal, is 
regarded as divisible into moments, minutes, etc. on the basis 
of the limiting adjuncts (upadhi). Others maintain that kala 
and its divisions are created by /svara and hence it is like 
prakrti, subject to mod ae and E minutes, 
modified forms of kata. 

ae dae qe. that kala does not exist as separate 
entity is untenable because kala ds ped Soe 
i by other pramanas. On l ' 
Een Moe k ud in the universe as seral Ca 
nasti jagati), it may be argued that eer d em text 
and an end. But this would be opposed tee ee 
which states that kala is anadi and ananta Gp Ad na 
it cannot be said that there is a time when kata 


as it would be regarded as self-contradiction. 
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Some hold the view the kalain the transcendental spiritual 
realm (nitya vibhuti) is eternal, whereas it is non-eternal in 
the physical world. This is not a correct theory. There cannot 
be two kinds of kala as there is no pramana in support of it. 
We cannot say that the same kala can be both nitya and anitya 
as conceived by Jainas since it would amount to self-contradiction. 
Nor can it be explained by taking resort to the nature of two 
separate kinds of realms (vibhuti-bheda). The only way it can 
be resolved is to admit that in the cosmic universe we have 
the changes in terms of day and night whereas in the trans- 
cendental world the Supreme Being exists eternally shining 
like an early morning Sun (anapaya prabhanvita nitya-udita 
aditya). In other words, nitya vibhutiis all the time like daylight, 
without any shadow of night whereas it is not so in respect of 
the cosmic universe. 

Even in the abode of Jsvara, the individual souls perform 
a variety of services at different times and occasions and this 
presupposes the operation of kala, as otherwise it is not possible 
to explain the sequence of services as earlier and later. There 
are also statements which say that, in the higher realm, time 
does not operate (na kalah tatra vai prabhuh) . The kala which 
is characterized with moments, minutes, hours, etc., causes 
modifications in that realm. The eternal Abode is divine, 
ageless, free from destruction, and unsurpassable. How do 
we explain all these statements if kala is not accepted? Vedanta 
De$ika points out that the implication of all such statements 
is that the individuals, their activities, and the operation of 
the events, etc., though not conditioned by time, are controlled 
by the will of God (Para sankalpa visesa). Hence it cannot be 
said that kala does not exist in the transcendental realm. 

Kala is admitted as vibhu or all-pervasive. If this be so, 
how does it co-exist with Isvara who is also vibhu? Only two 
spatial objects can co-exist but two vibhu dravyas cannot come 
together (anyonya samyoga). This objection is replied to by 
explaining on the basis of the theory adopted by the Naiyayikas 
for whom I$vara, though He does not possess indriyas, can 
have direct knowledge of all things. If this is acceptable, in 
the same way it is possible to admit that two vibhu-dravyas 
can somehow come together. Isvara is considered as vyapaka 
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or one who pervades everything, whereas all other entities 
are vyapya or that which is pervaded by Him. This is plausible 
on the basis of the relation of niyantà and niyamya that exists 
between the two. The statement in the Taittirzya Narayana 
Upanisad states that Narayana (Brahman) exists by pervading 
both within and without (antarbahisca vyapya narayanah). This 
statement is applicable only in respect of entities which have 
both inner and outer space. This is not applicable to entities 
such as kala which is vibhu and devoid of outer space. 


THE THEORY OF SUDDHA-SATTVA 


Suddha-sattva is the third important acetana-tattva admitted 
by Visistadvaita Vedanta. It is defined as a dravya or substance 
which is characterized by pure unalloyed sattva (as different 
from sattva which is one of the three gunas of prakrti) and 
also free from rajas and tamas (two other qualities of prakrt?). 
This sattva, unlike the ordinary sattva, does not bind a person 
with knowledge, pleasure, etc. It constitutes the very Divine 
body of the Supreme Being, His gunas, His abode, etc. The 
Paramapada or the divine Abode which is attained by the 
individuals after they are totally liberated from bondage caused 
by karma through the observance of upasana, is constituted 
of suddha-sattua material. In the Vaisnava theology, suddha- 
sattuais often equated with Paramapada, though itis classified 
as a dravya characterized by unalloyed sattva. This Abode of 
Paramátman is described as immeasurable (aparicchedya). qt 
exists beyond the tamas or the cosmic universe as stated in 
the Scriptural texts (tamasah parastat). Though it is a 
transcendental spiritual realm and eternal, how can we regard 
the products that exist there in the form of castles, mee 
lakes, trees, etc. as eternal since such objects are porn y 
subject to changes like decay? It is possible to ep ain A at 
these are nitya only in a restricted sense, viz., that they en e 
for a long time (sthirakala-sthayt) , in the same YS " ste enn in 
the description of the devas as immortal (amrta), A pang 
antariksa as amrta. But this is not the correct explanatio 

H e Paramapada are devoid of origin 


REN 
because these entities In t la. 
and destruction as in the case of the spiritual realm. Besides, 
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the Smrti texts describe that the Spiritual realm is sanátana 
or everlasting and mitya-siddha or ever-existing. Hence it is 
not appropriate to offer a different explanation on the basis 
of inferential argument as against strong Scriptural evidence. 
Therefore, whatever is stated by Scriptural texts as nitya, is 
to be accepted as such. 
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The Doctrine of Brahman (Para-tattva) 


HIS IS THE third fundamental doctrine of Visistadvaita 

Vedanta. In presenting this doctrine, Vedanta De$ika confines 
his attention to answering all possible objections and counter 
theories of other schools of thought including Advaita regarding 
the essential nature of Brahman. Brahman is the ultimate 
Reality. It is immanent as the Inner controller of all beings, 
both cetana and acetana, as stated in the Antaryami Brahmana. 
At the same time, it is also a transcendental being, not being 
affected by the defects inherent in the cetanas and acetanas. 
Though Jśvara is beyond the comprehension of perceptual 
experience, being a supersensuous entity (atzndriya), He is 
to be known only by means of Sastras or Sacred texts. The 
existence of such a Supreme Being and also his svarupa (essential 
nature), gunas (attributes), and vibhuti (glory) cannot be 
defined. As stated in the second aphorism of the Vedanta- 
sutra (Janmadyasya yatah) on the basis of the Taittiriya Upanisad, 
Brahman is the sole cause of the universe (ntkhila jagadeka 
kàrana) , thatis, itis the cause of creation, sustenance, and dissolution 
of the universe. Jsvara is the Universal Self (sarva-sarin). He is 
the supporter (adhara) of all entities 1n the universe but He 
Himself does not need another supporter higher than Him. As 
stated in the Upanisad, He is sel£existent and does m Sale 
on anything else other than Himself (svemahimni pratist a). Isvara 


is also the worthy object of mediation for the aspirants to moksa 


(manuksopasya). He himself is the bestower of moksa (moksa- 


prada) and He Himself is the Supreme Goal to be attained 
(muktaprapya). All these points constitute the distinguishing 
characteristics of Isvara (Igvara-laksana) and these have to 
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be necessarily admitted in order to uphold a perfect theory 
of the ultimate Reality. 

According to Visistadvaita, Isvara is both upadana-karana 
(material cause) and nimitta karana (instrumental cause) of 
the universe. As stated in the Upanisad, He wills to become 
the manifold universe (bahusyam prajayeya). As he creates the 
universe out of his will (sankalpa) , He becomes the instrumental 
cause, that is, Jsvara as associated with the sankalpa (sankalpa 
visista) is the nimitta karana. He is the upadana kàrana or 
material cause as associated with cit and acit in its unmanifest 
form (suksma cid-acid-visista). T 

An objection is raised against the theory that Jsvara is the 
Creator of the universe. According to the Upanisadic statement, 
He is only a witness (saks?), unattached being, that is indifferent 
and devoid of all functions (saksz ceta kevalo nirgunasca).! If 
according to this statement, Jsvara is devoid of kartrtva or 
the capacity to do any activities, how can He be regarded as 
the creator of the universe? Vedanta Desika answers this objection 
by clarifying the implication of the concepts of kartrtva, udasinatva, 
and prerakatva in respect of Isvara. 

Isvara is the kartā since He alone creates the universe out 
of his sankalpa without depending on anybody else. He is the 
preraka since He prompts the individuals to perform acts by 
grating them the requisite knowledge and desire to perform 
an act. In respect of non-sentient entities also, He plays the 
role of preraka insofar as He causes the series of modifications 
in them and to this extent He is regarded as kartā or the one 
who causes the changes. The term niyantrtva implies these 
two roles in respect of sentient and non-sentient activities. 
Besides, He is also regarded as prasGsitara or Ruler in respect 
of sentient beings through His dictates laid down in the éastra. 
_ The jua is also kartā but this kartrtua is dependent upon 
Isvara (parayatta). Since he is not a. sarvajfia or omniscient, 
he needs knowledge to understand what is right or wrong. 
Since he is also not an omnipotent being, he is to be dependent 
upon the help and guidance of the Supreme Being. The 


contention that va, being solely dependent upon Jsvara, cannot 
éd 


be subject to the dictates of śāstra, is untenable. If the jzva 


needs a body, sense organ, past karma, suitable time, and 
> 
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other factors for doing these activities, there should be no 
objection to his being dependent on the guidance of Isvara 
through the Sdstras. Though God has the power to stop a 
person from doing an evil deed, He does not do so and approves 
his action (anumanta) in order to allow him to reap the benefits 
of the past karma. Whenever and act cannot be accomplished 
by his own effort, God plays an accessory role (sahakari) by 
providing support to him. ; 

In the matter of creating different types of individuals and 
also providing them the requisite guidance in doing what is 
good or bad, God does not play the role of being the primary 
cause (pradhana karana) but itis got done in accordance with 
the past karma of the individuals and to this extent he is indifferent 
(udasina). Since God acts in accordance with the karma of 
jevas in giving them the benefits, He escapes the criticism of 
being partial and cruel (vaisamya nairghanya doga). — — 

An objection may be raised against the admission of /$vara 
for the purpose of creation of the universe. What is the purpose 
of creating the universe by God? If he created the universe 
either to enjoy the joy of creation of the universe (Ilarasa) 
or to protect the living beings (jtva-raksana), would it not 
then conflict with the theory of God as avapta-samasta-kama, 
that is, all his desires are already fulfilled and there would 
be no need to achieve special benefits? Hence it would not 
be necessary to admit the existence of Jsvara. Alternatively, 
if Isvara is accepted, it would suffice to postulate that He is 
only nimitta karana or instrumental cause of the universe, in 
the same way as kala or the need of a specific time for creation. 

This is not a sound argument, contends Vedanta Desika. 
Isvara is regarded as avapta-samasta-kama in the sense that as 
one who is of the nature of @nanda par excellence is capable 
of achieving anything desired by Him and He could create 
the universe as and when needed and also offer protection 
to the created individuals. 

We may admit Isvara fo 
the universe and its protec 


r the purpose of the creation of 
tion but would it be justifiable to 
regard Him as the upadana karama or material d Me 
j i in the example of the clay 
ordinary experience, We find, as in j 
and mer produced out of it, clay serves as the material, 
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while the potter is instrumental for its production. Some of 
the Scriptural and Smrti texts also conveys his idea that [svara 
is only the nimitta karana for the creation of the universe, 
while primordial cosmic matter prakrti is the material cause. 
If this view is not accepted, it would amount to the modification 
of Brahman as the universe. In view of it, the Seévara Sankhya 
(Yoga), Pasupata Vaisesika, and other schools (Madhva's Dvaita) 
only uphold the theory of /$vara as nimitta karana. 

Visistadvaita refutes this theory on the authority of the Scriptural 
and Smrti texts. As stated by Badarayana in the Vedantasutra, 
the pratijna or the general statement, viz., that by the knowledge 
of causal substance, all the products made out of it become 
known and the illustration of clay and pot in support of it, as 
stated in the Chandogya Upanisad? in connection with the causation 
of the universe by Brahman, would stand explained if only 
Brahman is admitted as upadana kàrana.? The Upanisad states 
that Brahman itself desired to become a manifold universe 
(bahubhavana sankalpa). Yt provides a few illustrations in support 
of it. Besides, it explicitly states that Brahman made itself as 
the universe (tadatmanam svayamkuruta) .* We also find several 
instances in our common experience in which both upadana 
kàrana and nimitta karana as different and also as non-distinct. 
Both in respect of sentient and non-sentient entities, whenever 
they undergo changes on their own, they serve as upadana 
and also nimitta for the changes taking place. 

Itis pointed out by Vedanta De$ika that being the material 
cause of the universe would not be subject to transformation. 
Nor the defects found in the universe would be applicable to 
Brahman. This is explained by Ramanuja on the analogy of 
the changes occuring in the physical body of an individual 
such as childhod, youth, old age, etc., which do not affect 
the Self within. Brahman does not actually undergo any 
transformation, as in the case of the clay assuming a new 
form and name as pot (namantara bhajanarha vikāra), by being 
the upadana karana. Upādānatva is of two kinds. An object is 
conceived as upadana karana, when that itself modifies into a 
different state, as in the instance of the clay and the pot. An 
entity is also regarded as upadana kürama, when it serves as 
the basis for the avasthds or different States it undergoes. 
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The analogy of a boy growing as a youth, old man, etc., is of 
this type. In this case the individual self associated with the 
physical body, is the material cause by virtue of its being the 
asraya or serving as substrate for the changes taking place in 
the body. In the first instance. there is total transformation 
of the clay (svaripa vikāra) but it is not so in the second 
instance. Brahman is ajada dravya, spiritual substance, since 
itis capable of assuming different states. Prior to the creation 
of the universe, Brahman is associated with cit and acit in 
their subtle forms. In the state after creation, itbecomes Brahman 
as associated with cit and acit in their manifest forms. The 
changes take place in respect of prakrti which is its $arzra. It 
becomes upadana kàrana for the universe by its being the 
adhara or basis of prakrti. 

On the basis of this explanation, it is stated that Brahman 
being the upadana karana of the universe, its suarupa as nirvikara 
is not affected. This is also supported by the Smrti texts. The 
statement “so abhidhyaya Sarirat svat” which means: “Paramatman 
brings forth from its body, the universe” and the illustration 
cited by the Mundaka Upanisad of the spider weaving out its 
web from its own body (saliva) convey this idea that Brahman 
itself is the upadana karana of the universe. 

When the Scriptural texts state that /svarais without a physical 
body (aSarira), we have to regard him as a$sarzrin. Even if we 
have to accept a body for Him, it will be like taking ona 
body like Indra assuming a body for ruling the universe. 
Igvara can assume a transitory body temporarily out of His 
sankalpa. With the exception of these cases, would àt be 
appropriate to admit that citand acitare His Sarira in a primary 
sense? Hence it is contended that an explanation be offered 
for the material causality of Brahman on the basis of the 
soul and body relation, is to be taken in figurative sense ee 

In reply to this objection, Vedanta Desika points out that 
the texts which affirm the gunas, spiritual on ae poe 
etc., and also those which negate the same, are to be under: 


i :nciple adopted for reconciling the conflict 
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of finite knowledge which would be dependent on the mind 
and sense organs (karanayatta jiàna). Hence there should 
be no conflict between the two statements affirming a body 
and also negating a body. On the strength of the Scriptural 
texts which affirm that /svara is akarma-vasya or not subject 
to karma, that He exists eternally at all time without anyone 
equal to or superior to Him and that He is Sarvesvara, the 
theories that uphold a series of Rulers as /Svara or that the 
muktatma is Isvara stand untenable. If we accede to the view 
that Jívara assumes transitory bodies, we can as well admit 
that He possesses an eternal and, spiritual body on the strength 
of the Scriptural texts. 

It is to be noted that in Visistadvaita Vedanta, Īśvara or 
Brahman as a visista-tattva, that is, as related inseparably to 
cit and acit, serves as the material cause of the universe. Mere 
visesya or the pure undifferentiated Being as conceived by 
Advaita cannot be the cause of the universe. Even,the Advaitin 
admits that Brahman as associated with the maya (Upahita 
Brahma) is the material cause. The acit of prakrti which actually 
evolves as the manifold universe, is the śarīra of Brahman in 
the technical sense, viz., that the former is always and wholly 
sustained and also controlled by the latter. Hence Brahman 
undergoes modification not directly, but through the media 
of prakrti, which is its Sarra. As prakrtiis different from Brahman, 
the changes that take place in prakrti do not affect Brahman 
which is its asraya. 

As it is well-established by scriptural texts that Brahma-svarupa 
is not subject to any change or modification, it cannot be 
said, on the analogy of the piece of wood in the salt mine, 
that Brahman, in spite of its association with the cosmic universe, 
is affected in any way. Similarly, Brahman who is the Ruler 
of all, is also not subject to the dictates of the sacred texts, 
unlike the jzvas. Though He functions through the body which 
is assumed out of His sankalpa, He is untouched by the afflictions 
as in the case of jivas. As He is Satyasankalpa or one whose 
desires are fulfilled without any obstruction, there is no scope 
for JSvara to experience any affliction due to the non-fulfilment 
of his effort. There are a few stray statements in the Puranas 
which mention that even God is also struck with grief (bhrsam 
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bhavati duhkhitah) and on the basis of such statements, the 
view is advanced by some that God is only putting up an 
appearence of grief in order to delight His devotees and deceive 
His enemies. It would be a self-contradiction to speak of grief, 
state of ignorance, etc. for God who is an Omniscient Being 
during His incarnations. Even though God is connected either 
directly or indirectly with the Objects considered to be defilements. 
He is not affected in any way by undesirable things and He 
Himself is capable of warding off the evils of others. Hence 
He is regarded as amalin or absolutely pure and devoid of 
all defilements (heya-pratyanika). This rules out the possibility 
of God being touched by human afflictions or the defects 
inherent in the non-sentient entities. 

How bondage and liberation is caused by Isvara? God who 
is the primary cause of the universe also created the variety 
of living beings associated with variegated bodies, sense organs, 
and intellect, for serving His own purpose (sva-sevartham), 
thatis, with the good intention to become re-united with Him. 
Nevertheless, the individuals concerned misuse the opportunities 
provided to them and go in a wrong direction and get caught 
up in the cycle of birth and death. Nevertheless, the all- 
compassionate God who is keen to uplift them from the ocean 
of bondage always looks forwards for an effort by the individual 
concerned in the form of ardent request for protection as an 
excuse for redeeming him from bondage and granting him 
moksa or liberation from bondage and enjoyment of everlasting 
bliss of Paramatman from which state there is no return to 
mundane existence. 

The theories which uphold moksa is granted to an individual 
by the unconditional krpa (nirhetuka-krpa) of God and His 
unchecked freedom, are unsound because that would result 
in the liberation of all souls (sarva mukti) at all times or 
alternatively partiality (arbitrariness) and cruelty on the part 
of God. The unchecked freedom of God is useful for the 
creation of the universe as and when desired by God without 
any obstruction. Similarly, the unconditional compassion is 
useful for an easy accessibility to God for seeking protection 
(vasikarana saukarya). 
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According to Yadavapraka$a, Brahman, which is pure Sat, 
(Sanmátra) comprises three parts: /$vara, cit, and acit. Isvara 
isthusa part of Brahman. According to the Advaitin, Brahman 
associated with maya (mayopahita Brahma) is Isvara. He is 
conceived as of three forms, visva, tejasa, and prajna. 
Yadavaprakasa also conceives three forms of Brahman as 
pranamaya, manomaya, and vanmaya. According to these theories, 
the question of Brahman granting moksa to jiva, as accepted 
by Visistadvaita, is considered not relevant. 

Vedanta Desika refutes these theories as they are not supported 
by any valid pramana. Similarly, the theory of Yadavaprakasa 
which believes that Jsvara, cit, and acitare the parts of Brahman 
and they originate from Brahman and also dissolve in Brahman 
is also opposed to the Scriptural texts. Then whatis the implication 
of Svetasvatara statement: “Brahma trividham?” Vedanta De$ika 
replies that his concept is to be interpreted in the sense that 
the upāsanā on Brahman is of three types: Brahman in its own 
form, Brahman as related to cit, and Brahman as related to acit. 

How about the Upanisadic texts which equate Brahman 
and jagat and also Brahman and jiva? In all these instances, 
the equation as non-different is to be understood in the sense 
that Brahman is immanent in all as Antaryamin and hence 
Brahman is the entire jagat, on the authority of Antaryami 
Brahmanawhich speaks of body-soul relation between Brahman 
and j:va as well as Brahman and non-sentient entities. 

This interpretation is also supported by the Gita verse: 


Sarvagatvat anantasya sa eva aham avasthitah. 


Since Paramatman is everywhere including one’s self, it is 
relevant to say that “I am He.” In the Scriptural texts which 
emphatically speak of difference between jiva and Paramatman, 
which cannot be interpreted in any other way except to accept 
difference between the two, there is absolute difference in 
respect of svarüpa of cit, acit, and Isvara. 

In view of it we have to admit that these texts speak of non- 
difference or unity (aikya) in the sense of visistaikyaor oneness 
as visista-tattva. Hence the theories of Advaitin which regard 
difference between these ontological entities as illusory caused 
by avidyà and that of Bhedabhedavadin for whom it is one of 
difference-cum-non-difference, are unsound. 
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It is seen that Brahman as associated with cit and acit which 
are real entities and undergoes modification as the universe 
(parinama). This theory which is known as visista-Brahma 
parinàmavada, is well-established by the Scriptural texts. As 
against this, there are several other theories of Brahma-parinama. 
These are briefly mentioned by Vedanta Desika and summarily 
rejected as untenable. These are: 


l. Aniyata-svarüpa parinamavada held by Brahmadatta 
according to which Brahman is vibhu, and only some part 
of it undergoes direct transformation as cit, acit, and Isvara. 

2. PratiniyatamSatraya parinamavada, held by Yadavaprakasa, 
according to which Brahman is threefold in nature 
comprising Isvara, cit, and acit and its respective parts 
undergo modification into jzva, Isvara, and acit. 

3. Svarupa-ekadesa nityopadhi parinamavada held by Bhaskara, 
according to which the very Brahman undergoes 
modification as cit, acit, and Isvara due to upadhi (avidya), 
which is real unlike an Advaita. 

4. Theory of Sankhya, according to which prakriiitself evolves 
into the manifest universe. 

5. The theory of Madhyamika Buddhists, according to which 
everything is $unya or undeterminable and there is no 
such thing as parinama. 

6. The theory of Vaibhasika and Sautrantika, according to 
which everything is momentary (ksantka). 


All these theories are untenable as they are opposed to 
valid pramanas. 

In order to rule out that Brahman as both upādāna and 
nimitta karana of the universe would be subject to change, 
non-sentience, affliction, etc. by becoming jagat, the Upanisad 
defines that Brahman is satya, jnana, ananta as well as aánanda. 
These are the distinguishing characteristics of Brahman that 
do not denote the svarüfa or only the essential nature of 
Brahman, as the Advaitin contends. The view maintained by 
Advaitins that these Upanisadic texts emphasize that Brahman 
isan undifferentiated being (nirvisesa) or devoid of all attributes, 
conflicts not only with the earlier and later statements of the 
same passage but also with other Scriptural texts. 
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The fuller implications of the term ananta or "infinite," 
need to be understood. It implies absence of three kinds of 
limitation in respect of Brahman: (1) limitation by time, (2) 
limitation by space, and (3) limitation caused by another 
entity (trividha-pariccheda). Brahman is not conditioned by 
space, as is indicated in this statement “yatha sarvagato visnuh.” 
It means Paramátman is present in all places and not limited 
to any particular area only. He is also not conditioned by 
time. He exists eternally at all times as associated with the 
spiritual body, as stated in the Smrti text "Srzvatsavaksà nityasrih 
ajayya $asvato dhruvah." 

Brahman is also not conditioned by any other entity in 
this universe, because He is equated with the entire universe 
(jagacca sah). The Chandogya Upanisad says: "Sarvam khalu 
idam brahma." 'The Smrti text says that "The entire universe is 
His body” (jagat sarvam śarīram te). Besides, there is nothing 
in this universe which is either equal to Him or even greater 
than him in respect of his gunas (attributes), vibhuti (glory), 
and vyaparas or cosmic functions. Hence, He is not limited 
by any other thing in this universe (vastu pariccheda rahitya). 
ISvara is regarded as sarva-vyápi, that is, all-pervasive. 

The Taittirtya Upanisad states that Narayana pervades both 
within and also outside. How can He pervade in jivatman, 
which being a niravaya entity, does not have space within it 
for pervasion? Similarly, in the case of vibhudravya, there is 
no space for the purpose of pervasion. 

Vedanta DeSika explains that the proper implication of 
antarvyapti in respect of niravaya entity is that wherever such 
an entity exists, it cannot be said that Jsvara is not present. 
Such entities which are anu or vibhu, are associated with the 
svarüpa of Isvara (sambandha matrameva tayoh bhavet). 

The implication of the kala pariccheda rahitva needs to be 
understood. It is not in the sense of saying that God is nitya, 
that is, He exists all the time. This type of nityatva is common 
to other dravyas such as prakrti, kala, etc., insofar as their 
svarüpa is nitya, according to Visistadvaita. It is not also in 
the sense of dharma-bhta jnana being nitya, because this nityatva 
is also common to the nitya jivas. Hence absence of kala- 


pariccheda with reference to God is to be understood as an 
exclusive characteristic of Isvara only. 
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Vastu pariccheda-rahitva is also interpreted by some (Advaitins) 
in the sense of non-existence ofa second entity (vastvantarabhava) 
or absolute one entity without a second entity. But such an 
interpretation stands opposed to our perceptual experience 
and also Scriptural texts. 

The concept of amalatvain respect of Isvarais to be understood 
in the sense that defects normally found in the sentient and 
non-sentient entities are not applicable to Jsvara. It can also 
be interpreted to mean that Zsvara is capable of warding off 
the evils of the devotees who seek His protection. 

Brahman and its essential nature as determined by the 
numerous Upanisadic texts, is also endowed with transcendental 
spiritual body and numerous auspicious attributes. This can 
be experienced only by those who attain Him through the 
means of either continuous meditation (upàsana) in the 
prescribed manner or through the pathway of total surrender 
of oneself to Him as the sole protector and goal. 

Among the several attributes, the six principal gunas, viz., 
jnana, bala, aisvarya, virya, Sakti, and teas, as stated in the 
Bhagavata-Sastra, are important as these are present at all 
times. Many other secondary qualities arising out of these 
manifest when need arises. All these details are provided in 
Pancaratra Samhitas. Just as Paramatma-svarupa is nitya, so 
also is His vigraha. That such a Brahman who is endowed 
with a spiritual body, gumas, etc., who is the cause of the 
universe and Sarvesvara is a personal God in the name of 
Narayana. This fact is determined on the basis of the Upanisadic 
texts dealing with the causation of the universe (harana-vakya) , 
the Smrti text, Itihasa, Puranas, and Dharmasastras. In view 
of this conclusion, the theories which speak of the other celestial 
deities such as Brahma, Rudra, etc. as the Supreme Being 
are untenable. That Narayana alone is the Supreme Goal to 
be attained is well-established in the adhikarana dealing with 
the Vedantasitra: “param atah setunmana sambandha bheda 

‘ebhyah.”° EN 
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The Tamasa and Rajasa Puranas are not to be relied on to 
determine this fact. The upasana on other deities is not of 
any use for attaining moksa, since these deities do not possess 
the power to confer moksa. Only Visnu or Narayana is moksaprada, 
as is evident from the Sastras. 

The Supreme Being incarnates Himself in five forms: fara, 
vyuha, vibhava, arca, and antaryami. All these are different 
manifestations of the same one Being. All the five forms of 
Paramatman serve as the objects of meditation (Subhasraya). 
Of these, the arca or the manifestation of God in the form of 
image is accorded greater importance in Vaisnavism because 
they are easily accessible for offering direct worship. In the 
state of mukti, God exists in His fullest form manifesting His 
full glory. 
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PART II 


Critical Review of Other Schools 


N THE PRECEDING CHAPTERS, a brief account of the three 

fundamental doctrines of Visistádvaita related to cit, acit 
and Isvara have been presented comprehensively by answering 
all possible objections and refuting the counter theories against 
them. The objective of this presentation is to prove how the 
philosophical theories advanced by Ramanuja are not only 
free from defects, both logical and philosophical, but also 
that they fully conform to the teachings of the Upanisads as 
well as Badarayana's Vedantasutras. With this background, 
Vedanta Deśika attempts to review critically all the important 
philosophical schools of thought that were prevalent at his 
time—both the non-Vedic schools which do not accept the 
authority of the Vedas such as Carvaka, Buddhism and Jainism, 
but also the Vedic schools which accept the authority of the 
Vedas such as Sankhya, Yoga, Vaisesika, Nyaya, Pürva-mimarnsa, 
and also other Vedanta schools. 

The main purpose of this critical review as explained earlier, 
is to show how the main tenets of these schools, as compared 
to Visistadvaita, are philosophically untenable and that their 
teachings are also opposed to the Scriptural and Smrti texts. 
Some of the schools, particularly the Carvaka, Buddhists and 
Jainas who do not accept the Vedas as the source of authority 
in respect of Spiritual matters are not supported by the commonly: 
accepted valid pramanas such as pratyaksa, anumana, and sabda 
or Revealed Scripture. Even among the Gstika schools, most 
of them with the exception of the Vedanta schools, are opposed 
to the Upanisadic teachings in respect of the major theories 
advanced by them. Though the school of Advaita is developed 


on the basis of the Upanisads, it also suffers from logical 
inconsistencies and stands opposed to the Upanisadic texts 
and the Vedantasutras in respect of the main tenets such as 
the doctrine of maya, the concept of nirguna-brahman and 
non-difference between jzva and Brahman as is evident from 
the critical review of this school. In a separate chapter named 
Samudayadosadhikara, Vedanta De$ika first mentions a few 
general criticisms which are applicable to all schools of thought. 
He then takes up each school separately for a detailed criticism 
of the main tenets of these schools and exposes their defects. 
As stated earlier, the justification for undertaking a critical 
review is not merely for the purpose of defending one's own 
system, which is a common practice of the exponents of all 
systems. More importantly, as explained in the Gita verse! 
persons who are not knowledgeable with the correct philosophical 
teachings imparted by a qualified teacher (ajnah), those who 
have not developed proper faith in what is taught (a$rad- 
dhadhanah) and those who entertain doubts (samSayatma), 
cannot hope to make any progress in the spiritual pursuits. 
In order to avoid such a situation, earnest students of Vedanta 
seeking spiritual progress are required to be guided in order 
to prevent them from being entrapped by the wrong theories 
of other schools which are not well-founded on the authority 
of the Scriptural texts as well as proper tradition (sat-sampradaya). 
Itisalso necessary to refute the systems which do not acknowledge 
the authority of the Vedas and also those who accept it but 
misinterpret the same to suit their pre-conceived theories. 
There are four kinds of defects from which all these systems 
generally suffer. These are: (1) Adoption of logical arguments 
which do not fulfil the requisite logical canons (angarahita 
tarka) in order to establish one's theory. (2) Even in respect 
of inferential arguments, the hetu or probans adopted stands 
opposed to pratyaksa, which is the basis for anwmanaor inference 
(upajrvya). (3) Formulation of theories which are directly 
opposed to the teachings of the Vedas which is free from 
defects (nirdosa) because it has come down to us in succession 
from a beginningless time in the same form. (4) Acceptance 
as the source of authority, the statements or teachings of human 
beings, who are likely to be subject to delusion and also have 


the intention of deceiving people. These points have been 
brought out while dealing with the criticism of the respective 
schools. 

Regarding the supreme authoritativeness of the Veda, the 
first question to be considered is whether it is nitya or eternal 
as the Vedantins and Mimarhsakas claim. The words and the 
sentences formed out of it are known to be non-permanent. 
How can Veda which is only a composition of sentences be 
claimed as eternal? In reply to this objection, it is pointed 
out that the nityatva of the Veda is to be understood in the 
sense that at all times, the Vedic statements are recited generation 
after generation in the same order without any change from 
time immemorial. Even if the persons who recite them and 
the letters (varna) which constitute the words and sentences 
may perish at the end of an epoch with the dissolution of the 
cosmic universe, yet the eternal and omniscient God, the cretor 
of the universe, has the memory of the Vedas and He teaches 
the Vedas to Caturmukha-brahma soon after the creation of 
the universe in the same form and order. The latter imparts 
the same to the sages who in turn teach it to others in the 
same order. In this sense the eternal character of the Vedas 
is maintained. In the commentary on the Purvamimamsasutra, 
Sabaraswami (the commentator on Jaimini's sutras) has advanced 
the theory of varna-nityatva, that is, the letters are of eternal 
character. But according to the Vedanta Desika, this theory 
is advanced by him in order to meet the criticisms of the 
Buddhists who deny the authority of the Vedas and hence it 
is not to be taken as his accepted view. 

There are other arguments which question the nityatoa of 
the Vedas. Vedanta Desika examines them critically and rejects 
them as untenable. One of the arguments is that the Vedas, 
as they are available to us, are the compositions of particular 
human beings like any other literary work and hence they 
cannot be claimed to be nitya. In the Vedas we come across 
passages which are ascribed to persons such as Yajfiavalkya, 
Vigvamitra, Vasistha, etc. But this arguments 1s untenable, 
contends Vedanta Desika. The important point to be noted 
in defence of Veda-nityatva is that it is apauruseya, that is, it is 
not ascribed to any author. Even God, according to Vedanta, 


is not its author, but He is only a spokesperson of what already i 
exists. We do not have any evidence to prove that it was written 
by someone at any particular point of time. The Smrti text 
says that it is anadinidhana, beginningless and eternal. It is 
self-valid or self-established (svatah pramdna). Such a claim 
cannot be made by the exponents of the nastika schools. Their 
Agamas or sacred texts which are adopted as the source of 
authority are the compositions of some individuals and they 
cannot therefore be nitya and also free from defects. 

After making these general criticisms against the other schools 
of thought, Vedanta De$ika takes up for a detailed critical 
review, each school separately. The criticisms are confined 
to the main tenets of these schools which are found defective 
and which are also at variance with those of Visistadvaita 
Vedanta. The following is the order in which these schools 
come up for examination. 

1. Carvaka 
. Buddhism—Madhyamika, Yogacara, Sautrantika, and 
Vaibhasika 
3. Advaita Vedanta 
4. Jainism 
5. Bhedabheda Vedanta of Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa 
6. Sabda-brahma-Vivartavada of Vaiyakarana 
7 
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. Vaisesika 
. Nyaya 
9. Nirisvara-mimamsa 
10. Nirisvara-sankhya 
11. Yoga 
12. Pasupata 
13. Pancaratra 
The justification for adopting this order by overlooking 
the chronological order of these schools, we shall however 
take up the examination of these schools divided into three 
groups in the following order. 


I. Non-Vedic schools 


1. Carvaka 


2. Buddhism—Madhyamika, Yogacara, Sautranti d 
Vaibhasika gacara, Sautrantika, an 


3. Jainism 


II. Vedic schools 

. Vaisesika 

. Nyaya 
Nirisvara-mimamsa 
Sankhya 

Yoga 

Pasupata 
Pancaratra 


III. Vedanta schools 
Sabda-brahima-Vivartavada of Vaiyakarana 
Advaita of Sankara 
Dvaita Vedanta of Madhva 
. Bhedabheda-vedanta of Bhaskara and Yadava 
Svabhavika-bhedabheda Vedanta of Nimbarka 
Acintya-bhedabheda Vedanta of Caitanya 
. Suddhadvaita of Vallabha 
Sivadvaita schools 
. Navya-visistadvaita of Swamya-Narayana 

The later schools of Vedanta are not covered in the Paramata- 
bhanga, so this is the reason for following this order and a 
summary on Vedanta schools. 


OMIT Tr wm 


VEDANTA SCHOOLS 


Vedanta which is an important system of Philosophy is developed 
primarily on the basis of the Upanisads and Brahmasütras of 
sage Badarayana. But within this single system of philosophy 
several schools of thought, each one designated with different 
name, have come up based on the same source of authority, 
viz., the Upanisad, Brahmasiutra, and the Bhagavadgita, due 
to the different interpretations offered by their exponents 
on the nature of the Ultimate Reality (Brahman) and also its 
relation to the individual self (jrvatman) and the universe 
(jagat). Among the extant schools, the principal ones are the 
Advaita Vedanta of Sankara (aD 788), the Visistadvaita Vedanta 
of Ramanuja (AD 1017) and Dvaita Vedanta of Madhva (AD 


1238). Earlier than Sankara, there were a few schools of thought 
ascribed to Bhartrhari, Bhartrprapafica and Brahmadatta, 
as is evident from the references made to them in the works 
of Sankara, Yamuna (a predecessor to Ramanuja), Ramanuja 
and Vedanta Desika. 

Badarayana also mentions the names of ancient dcdryas 
such as Atreya, Aémarathya, Badari, Audulomi, Jaimini, 
Kasakrtsna, and Karsnajini, in the Brahmasutras. But it is not 
kown whether any of these sages had written commentaries 
on the Vedantasutras. Ramanuja refers to sage Bodhayana 
who is stated to be the earliest exponent of the Vedanta and 
who had also written an elabrorate vrtt2 or glossary on the 
Vedàntasutras as is evident from the statements quoted in his 
Sribhasya, the commentary on the Vedantasütras. Sankara also 
mentions in his works Upavarsa and Vrttikara as the ancient 
commentators on Vedàntasutra. But it is established by 
SudarSanasiri in his glossary on Sribhasya that Upavarsa and 
Vrttikara are the same person as Bodhayana. Ramanuja also 
refers to a few purvacaryas such as Tanka, Dramida, Guhadeva, 
and Bharuci. We do not have any works contributed by these 
exponents. Some details about the views expressed by Bhartrhari, 
a grammarian (vaiyakarana) on the theory of Sabda-brahma- 
vivartavada is available in Vakyapadiya. Similarly some material 
about Bhartrprapafica, referred to by Sankara in his commentary 
on Brhadaranyaka Upanisad and Surésvara's varttika is available. 
He is known to have held the theory Brahma-parinamavada 
and Bhedabheda relationship between Brahman and the jas 
as well as Brahman and the jagat. Brahmadatta, another 
Vedantin, who is stated to have written a commentary on the 
Vedantasutras and who lived later than Bhrtrprapafica, also 
maintained Brahma-parinamavada and also the origin of the 
jivas as is evident from references made to these views by 
Vedanta Desika.” The two doctrines Brahma-vivartavada and 
Brahma-parinamavada of Bhartrhari and Bhartrpraparica, 
respectively, seem to have influenced Sankara's Brahma- 
vivartavada. and the Bhedabhedavada of Bhaskara and 
Yadavaprakasa. 

Later than Sankara and earlier than Ramanuja, two schools 
of Vedanta emerged which are named Bhedabhedavada, 


developed by Bhaskara and Yadavaprakaéa. Both have written 
a commentary on the Brahmasitras. The Bhaskarabhasya is 
available, whereas Yadavaprakasa’s commentary is lost. But 
extracts of it have been quoted by Ramanuja and SudarSanasuri, 
the commentator on the Sribhasya as well as Vedanta Deśika. 
These two schools are regarded as distinct on the basis of 
different interpretations offered on the nature of relationship 
between Brahman and jiva as well as Brahman and Jagat. 
Bhaskara maintains that Brahman and jrvas as well as jagat is 
caused by the limiting adjuncts (upadhi) in the form of avidya 
which is a real ontological principle, unlike in Advaita, whereas 
for Yadavaprakasa difference is also suabhavika. The disctinction 
between these two schools is drawn on the basis of the fact 
that Yadavaprakasa’s school is characterized as Svabhàvika- 
bhedabhedavada, whereas Bhaskara school is regarded as 
Aupadhika-bhedabhedavada. 

A few other schools of Vedanta were developed later than 
Ramanuja and Madhva by Nimbarka, followers of Caitanya: 
and Vallabha by adopting a modified form of Bhedabheda. 
The school of Vedanta advanced by Nimbarka is characterized 
as Svabhavika-bhedabhedavada, whereas the one developed 
by Caitanya school is known by the name of Acintya- 
bhedabhedavada. The Vedanta developed by Vallabhacarya, 
who follows mostly Madhva, calls his Vedanta as Suddhadvaita, 
but it also admits the Bhedabheda relation between Brahman 
and jzvas. 

In the Paramata-bhanga, Vedanta Desika takes up for critical 
examination, the Vaiyakarana school of Sabdabrahma- 
vivartavada, the Advaita Vedanta of Sankara and the 
Bhedabhedavada school of Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa. 

Regarding Visistadvaita Vedanta, he has presented the three 
fundamental doctrines, viz., cit (jivatman) , acit (cosmic universe), 
and Jsvara at the very commencement of the Paramata-bhanga 
since it is not intended for criticism as in the case of other 
schools of Vedanta. As explained earlier, its objective is to 
show how these doctrines are philosophically sound by way 
of answering all possible objections against them. 

Vedanta Deśika does not mention Dvaita Vedanta separately 
nor does he refer to Nimbarka’s Bhedabhedavada, the Acintya- 


bhedavada of Caitanya, Vallabha's Suddhadvaitavada and 
Sivadvaita of Saiva schools which were developed in the post- 
De$ika period. But he indicates in a general way, that criticisms 
pointed out against Bhedabheda of Bhaskara and Yadava would 
also be applicable to these schools. Regarding Dvaita Vedanta, 
though it is not included for critical review separately, a few 
criticisms are expressed gainst some doctrines in the Paramata- 
bhanga. As it occupies an important place among the three 
major schools of Vedanta, it is taken up for examination soon 
after Advaita. In order to complete the critical review of all 
Vedanta Schools, we have included in the present book a 
brief outline of the criticisms against all the later schcols of 
Vedanta including Dvaita insofar as their main doctrines are 
concerned. à; 
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Carvaka School 


je APPEARS to be the oldest school of thought in the history 
of Indian philosophy developed in the post-Vedic period, 
as is evident from the fact that it is criticized by all the other 
schools including Buddhism. Though there are some stray 
references to the views of the Carvakas in the Upanisads, it 
was developed as a system (Dar$ana) only in the post-Vedic 
period. Though its founder is stated to be Brhaspati, the guru 
of celestial deities, who taught it to the demons (asuras) to 
delude them since they did not believe the Vedic way of life 
leading to a spiritual goal, is it not accepted by other schools 
and even condemned as an unsound philosophy. 

We do not have any literature on this system. Even the 
Brhaspatisutras are lost. However, there are a few stray reference 
to the sutras and also the theories of the Carvaka in the treatises 
of other schools of thought, while refuting their views. From 
these references, we have reconstructed the Carvaka philosophy 
to some extent. 

In the Paramata-bhanga, Vedanta Deśika states in fairly good 
details, the views of the Carvakas gathered from various sources. 
They are called Lokayatikas or the one whose teachings are 
widely spread all over the world (lokesu ayatam or vistrtam). 
The chapter devoted to the criticism of this school is named 
*Lokáyatika-bhangadhikara."! pit 

According to Carvaka, pratyaksa or perception 1$ the only 
pramana or source of knowledge. Though anumana or misce 
may be found to be a valid source of knowledge in a few 
cases, such as the inferential knowledge of fire on the yonder 
hill on the basis of the invariable concomitance between fire 
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and smoke on the hill, as in the instance of the smoke coming 
from the chimney of the kitchen, it cannot be taken as a valid 
pramana in all cases. Even if it is to be admitted as a pramana, 
it is possible to regard such stray instances of inferential 
knowledge as part of pratyaksa. Sabda or verbal testimony, 
which is the third source of knowledge, is also not accepted 
by Carvaka. But we have several instances such as chanting 
of mantras and the wearing of the yantra or talisman, which 
confer good results by warding off evils and certain diseases. 
But these cases could also be explained according to the Carvakas 
on the basis of our perceptual experience, as in the instances 
of the magnet having the capacity to attract the iron and the 
special stones radiating light when sun or moon shines over 
them. On the basis of these instances, śabda cannot be regarded 
as a pramana. Even if anumana is taken as a pramana, as is 
commonly accepted by all, it cannot reveal what is super- 
sensuous (atindriya) such as Isvara, jiva, etc. 


THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE CARVAKA 


Coming to their philosophy, Vedanta Deśika quotes the following 
sutra of Brhaspati which refers to the central doctrine of the 
Carvaka: “atha lokayatam, prthivyapas-tejo vayur iti tattvam; tebhyas 
caitanyam kinvadibhyo madasaktivat." Yt means: “Now commences 
Lokayatamata; the tattvas are earth, water, fire, and air; from 
the combination of these four arises consciousness, as in the 
example of the intoxicating quality (in the liquor) arising 
from the mixture of certain ingredients.” Another illustration 
offered in support of this theory is the red colour produced 
by chewing together betel leaf, areca nut, and lime. A section 
of the Carvakas also admits akaSa or ether as a separate tattva, 
besides the four elements. 

This school has gained some importance and wider popularity 
on account of several reasons. It emphasizes the value of the 
two human goals, viz., acquisition of wealth and enjoyment 
of sensual pleasures, which are generally desired by all and 
also attainable by human effort. It conforms to the Kamasastra 
of Vatsyayana which teaches the ways and means of enjoying 
sensual pleasures and steyasastra; dealing with the methods 
to be adopted for earning money by fraudulent means. AS 
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these teachings fall within the scope of our experience, there 
1s no room to question their validity. In view of these facts, 
the advocacy of the enjoyment of pleasure as long as one 
lives (yavajjtvam sukham jivet) as the primary goal of life has 
great appeal to all persons. It is therefore considered by the 
Carvakas a waste of time, money, and energy to engage oneself 
in all sorts of rigorous, religious observances by torturing 
one's body on the false assumption that there is some unknown 
higher spiritual goal to be attained. 

Apart from the body, vital breath, digestive fire (jatharagni), 
indriyas, and the heart, there does not exists a separate principle 
known as àtman. Nor is there any truth in the belief that 
after death one assumes another body. If it were true, one 
should fear for hell (naraka) and also refrain from causing 
injury to others. Since there is neither heaven nor hell, which 
are false assumptions, an individual should enjoy himself in 
the pleasure of young women (tarum), delicious food, good 
clothes, perfumes, etc., which constitute the heaven (svarga) 
which is evident to our experience (pratyaksa svarga). Instead 
or aspiring for such pleasures, it is foolish to endeavour for 
something which is unknown to us by observing all kinds of 
rigorous penances in the form of fasting, etc. 

According to the Carvaka, the body itself is atman. This 
factis evident to us, he argues, as in the case of the experience 
that “I am fat,” “I am lean." The fatness or leanness is the 
dharma of the body and hence the experience of one’s self as 
“I am fat” arises. If this is negated then in the judgment “agni 
is usna” (fire is hot) usnatva seen in the fire could also be 
negated. In the case of the experience “it is my body” (mama 
íarira) which implies the difference between the body and 
one’s self denoted by the word mama, it is argued that such 
statements are to be understood in the same way as the expression 
“the body of the wooden doll” (Silaputraka sarira) or “head 
of rahu” (rahossirah). That is, in the expression “the body of 
wooden doll, though doll and body are different, it means 
only one entity. In the same way, Rahu, the mythological 
person himself represents the head. The expression, rahossirah 
(Rahu’s head) gives the impression of difference between 
the two but in actuality, it is not different. In the same way, 
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the judgment mamasarira is to be understood in the sense 
that the body itself is the self. 

An objection may be raised: Would it be appropriate to 
regard what is non-sentient (acetana) as the self or sentient 
being? To this objection, Carvaka replies that since other 
than the four physical elements, viz., prthivi, ap, tejas, and 
vayu, there is no other entity, it is to be admitted that body 
itself is the self. The Carvakas further argue that by a special 
combination of these four elements in the body a new product 
named caitanya or conciseness is generated. There are several 
instances to prove the possibility of a new product by a special 
combination of two or more objects. The common illustration, 
as stated earlier, the intoxicating liquor which is produced 
by the concoction of certain ingredients. Poison is produced 
by the combination of different products. So also the herbal 
liquid known as rasayana in Ayurveda is brought forth by the 
mixture of certain herbal products. In all these instances, 
the generation of a new product is admitted. Another instance 
which is perceptually known is the production of red colour 
by the combination of white lime and yellow turmeric powder. 
The water which does not possess the quality of hardness is 
found to be hard when the same falls on the ground from 
the water-bearing clouds as hail stones. The green mango on 
the tree assumes red and yellow colour and also sweetness 
over a period of time. The combination of the threads of 
different colours produces a piece of cloth of variegated colour. 
All these changes take place in a natural way because of the 
natural qualities inherent in the respective objects. In the 
same way, it is possible to account for the variation in the 
experience of pleasure and pain in one's body and the varied 
activities for attaining what is desired by the avoidance of 
what is not desirable. 

Even without the admission of caitanya or jnanaas a separate 
guna, it is possible to explain the activities of an individual 
on the basis of the sense organs which serve as accessory 
cause, as in the example of the movements or functioning of 
dolls controlled by a person through the operation of the 
strings tied to them. Alternatively, it could be explained on 
the basis of the functioning of the body in a natural way such 
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as inhalation and exhalation, the movement of the eyelids, 
similar to the blooming of the lotus flower with the petals 
spread out. Just as a cut piece of a plant or branch of a tree, 
when replanted, re-grows on its own accord, there is no need 
to postulate the presence of a jzva as possessing jnana. 'Those 
who argue that the assumption of different types and grades 
of body are due to the previous punya and papa of an individual 
cannot explain how among the different levels or grades of 
living beings such as plants, animals, and human beings, one 
grade is higher than the other. The jiva of a plant does not 
assume the body of animals, nor the jivas of animals assume 
the bodies of human beings. Hence, there cannot be any 
such things as punya or papa. In absence of punya or papa, 
which are claimed to cause bondage, there cannot be moksa 
or total liberation of an individual from bondage. The cessation 
or dissolution of body itself is moksa. The statements speaking 
of the highest bliss as moksa, are mere verbal expressions. 
Even the different Buddhist schools which uphold the theory 
sarva$unyatva, ksanikatva, or momentary nature of objects, 
denial of independent existence of external objects, do not 
accept a permanent entity as atmà with the dharma of jnatrtva 
or capacity to know. Hence it is wiser to enjoy oneself in the 
pleasure that arises one's own effort or on its own accord. 
The Carvakas also claim that their system of philosophy is 
also supported by the Upanisads, unlike the Buddhist theories. 
In one of the passages of the Chandogya Upanisad, it is stated 
that Prajapati, the chief of the celestial deities, taught this 
philosophy to Virocana, the chief of the demons along with 
Indra, that the body itself seen as reflected in the water is 
Gtma. Virocana accepted it as truth and he being convinced 
with this, taught the same in turn to his associates. This teaching 
is therefore claimed as the Upanisad of the asuras (demons) 
on the authority of the Vedas. As this philosophy was promulgated 
by no less a person than Brhaspati, the guru of the celestial 
deities, it enjoys the distinction of being the religion of the 
devaguru. Even a few orthodox sages upheld this theory, as is 
evident from the dialogue of the sage Jabali in the assembly 
by Rama as narrated in the Ramàyana.? In the Mahabharata 
also there is a reference by name to Lokayatikas who are 
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stated to be present along with the exponents of other schools 
in an assembly held in the hermitage of sage Kanva. All those 
persons who crave for wealth and sensual pleasure as the 
goal of life, unmindful dharma, are the followers of Carvaka 
philosophy. Apart from showing respect to a superior person 
such as a king who may be regarded as God, there is no need 
to offer worship in the form of religious deeds to an unknown 
God. Thus, the Carvaka philosophy is established on the basis 
of pratyaksa pramana and logical arguments (tarka) and should 
also be acceptable to other schools. Hence, it is claimed as a 
sound philosophy. 


CRITICISM OF THE CARVAKA THEORIES 


The first and foremost criticism of the Carvaka school is directed 
to the non-acceptance of the valid pramanas other.than pratyaksa. 
In order to establish sound theories of any school of thought, 
it is necessary to admit valid pramanas in support of them 
(manadhinomeyasiddhi) . Knowledge arises not only on the basis 
of pratyaksa but also anumana (inference) and àgama (verbal 
testimony). The knowledge derived from inference and verbal 
testimony is not invalid, since it is not contradicted by any 
other pramana. Besides, such knowledge obtained through 
anumana and agama is not of doubtful character. If pratyaksa 
is admitted as a valid source of knowledge, anumana and 
agama are also to be accepted as valid sources of knowledge. 
Otherwise, it is possible to deny the validity of even perception. 
It may be argued that only a few theories proved by anumana 
and agama appear to be valid, whereas what is revealed by 
perception is always found to be valid. But this argument, 
Vedanta De$ika contends, is equally applicable to perceptual 
knowledge. The cognition of a snake in the rope, which is 
perceptual, is not valid as it is negated by another cognition 
that it is not a snake. 

Even the Carvakas, who deny the validity of anumana as a 
source of knowledge, do acknowledge the fact that hunger is 
overcome by eating the food and on that basis seek the food 
when one is hungry. Similarly, verbal testimony is also accorded 
some validity. Thus, for instance, a person who has come to 
know through a reliable person that wealth is hidden in the 
ground at a distant place, endeavours to obtain it by special 


Carvaka School 55 


effort and is even prepared to spend money to unearth it. If 
one does not trust the words of the person who tells the availability 
of wealth, he would not make any effort to secure it. It is 
generally seen that persons who accept with faith the statements 
of reliable individuals, follows their teachings. It is also found 
that astrology which predicts the future events which are not 
seen or known, is accepted as beneficial. Similarly, the mantra- 
Sastra is found useful to ward off evils which are yet to occur 
at a later period. In the same way, one has to believe the 
statements of the Sacred texts which speak of the attainment 
of bliss or moksa in a higher realm. If a higher realm exists 
and if one believes in it and follows the prescribed sadhana, 
he is sure to be benefited. Even if such a realm does not 
exist, the pursuit of religious way of life does not cause any 
harm to him. 

Vedanta DeSika further contends that it is not correct to 
regard anumüna and agama as part of pratyaksa, as Carvaka 
maintains, because knowledge also arises during the non- 
functioning of the external sense organs on the basis of the 
memory of a past event or the memory of objects seen in the 
past. Mind is a common accessory cause (instrument) for all 
types of knowledge and hence what is remembered through 
the mind cannot be considered as perception proper. 

The Carvakas claim that Netisastra and Kamasastra which 
teach the ways and means of acquisition of wealth and the 
satiation of sensual pleasures respectively support the Carvaka 
philosophy which upholds pleasures as the goal of life. This 
is far from the truth. Nztisástra does not permit the acquisition 
of wealth as opposed to dharma. Similarly, the money acquired 
by using force is permitted only in the case of the Ksatriyas 
for the purpose of giving it away in charity to the pious persons 
(sadhus). Similarly, the teachings of Kamasastra regarding 
the various ways of indulging in sensual pleasures are permitted 
within the limit of the Dharmasastra. 

The Carvakas criticize the rigid orthodox way of life in 
accordance with one’s varna or caste and asramas or stages 
of life as laid down by the Sacred texts by condemning the 
very caste system as Brahmanas, etc. on the ground that among 
the human beings the distinction in the form of Brahmanas, 
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etc., is not perceptible. Vedanta De$ika refutes this view because 
the caste system has been in vogue from time immemorial. 
As explained in the Gita, it is created by God on the basis of 
the gunas—sattva, rajas, and tamas inherent in the body.5 
Even if itis totally wiped out due to the admixture of different 
races and castes, it will be recreated as and when the next 
evolution of the universe takes place. 

It cannot be said that the Vedic orthodox way of life which 
demands rigorous religious observances are mere conventional 
customs created by some orthodox people for selfish purposes, 
because it has come down to us from time immemorial, through 
generation after generation. What is well-established by unbroken 
tradition cannot be questioned. 


THE PHYSICAL BODYIS NOT ATMAN 


After criticizing the theory of pratyaksa as the only source of 
pramana and the non-admission of anumana and agama as 
pramana, Vedanta Desika refutes the main doctrine of Carvaka 
that the physical body is the aàtman or individual self. The 
judgment "This is my body" clearly conveys the idea that the 
body constituted of the combination of five physical elements 
consisting of legs, arms, etc. is distinct from the notion “I” 
(self). The physical components are perceptible to the eyes 
and other sense organs. In the absence of the functioning of 
the sense organs, the body is not seen. The àtman is always 
of unchanging nature unlike the physical body, and it experiences 
pleasure and pain all over the body. It manifests itself as “I” 
(aham) and that itself is not seen by the sense organs. An 
individual who has controlled his mind after fully arresting 
the functions of all the sense organs is able to visualize the 
atman during.the state of samadhi or trance. If one does not 
directly see this difference between the self and the body and 
gets the experience, that "I am fat" (sthülo' ham), it is due to 
the fact that the body and the soul are so inseparably related, 
like the heated iron rod appearing as red, that the dharma 
or characteristic of the body is super-imposed on the self just 
as the redness which is the property of fire is imposed on the 
iron rod. Just as the cognition of the flame of a lamp is the 
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same (jvalaikya) stands sublated by the inferential argument 
that itis constantly changing being dependent on the supply 
of oil and the burning of the wick, in the same way the judgment 
“it is my body" stands sublated when it is realized that body 
and self are two separate entities with distinct characters. In 
the judgment mama atmàn or “my body," “myself” denoting 
atma refers to the nature atman, whereas body refers to a 
different entity as in the example "my house." House is not 
the self and it is different from the self. In the same way, 
body is not the self. The example of the wooden doll is not 
comparable to the judgment “my Sarira.” The doll is lifeless, 
whereas body related to the soul is not so. 


AKASA AS THE FIFTH ELEMENT CANNOT BE DENIED 


The theory that apart from the four physical elements, viZ., 

prihivi, ap, tejas, and vāyu, there is no other tattva or reality ` 
is most unsound, for the reason that on the basis of other 

pramanas other tattvas such as akasa are proven to exist. In 

the matter of non-sensuous and spiritual entities such as self, 

which are beyond the scope of the sense perception, we have 

to admit them since they are capable of being known by other 

pramanas. Though they are not visually perceived, their existence 

cannot be questioned since they could be comprehended by 

other sources of knowledge. If these are not admitted purely 

on the limited basis that they are not directly perceived, then 

even the four physical elements admitted by the Carvakas as 

tattvas, could be denied by adopting the logic of Madhyamikas 

for whom no real entity exists. If on the basis of mere non- 

perception of an object without acknowledging the principle 

of what is capable of knowing (yogya) and what is not capable 

of being apprehended (ayogya), the existence of non-perceptible 

object is denied, it would amount to a ridiculous theory. As 
Udayana, the author of Nyayakusumafijali jokingly points out, 
it would be similar to a Carvaka who has gone out of his 
house on an errand, and who does not see on the way his 
wife and children and other possessions, starts weeping by 
beating the chest that they are dead or lost (grhadbahir-gatah 
carvakah soras-tadam sokavikalo vikroset). 
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CONSCIOUSNESS IS NOT GENERATED BY 
THE COMBINATION OF THE PHYSICAL ELEMENTS 


The Carvaka maintains the theory that cattanya or consciousness 
is a new principle which emerges out of the combination of 
the four physical elements of which the body is constituted, 
similar to the emergence of the intoxicating equality out of 
the admixture of certain ingredients. This is also untenable. 
The question is raised, whether this consciousness is present 
in each of the four elements or only in the combination of 
the four (samudaya). If it is present in each part of the body, 
then each part should possess caitanya or consciousness. If it 
is so, it would amount to saying that there are several j?vas in 
the same body. In that case, conflict among the different jzvas 
would be inevitable as in the case of the several rulers ruling 
the same kingdom and consequently there would be no unity 
of purpose and action. Further, if j;va exists in each part of 
the body, with the removal of any one of the limbs, its experience 
cannot be re-colleted by another as there is no transmission 
of the experience from one limb to the other. 

In order to overcome the above difficulty, it may be argued 
that consciousness (jzva) is present in the aggregate of the 
parts. This view is also untenable. If caitanya is not found in 
the parts, it would not be present in the aggregate of the 
parts. A quality which does not exist in the parts cannot be 
present in the aggregate of the parts. Besides the physical 
body being an aggregate of several limbs is non-sentient in 
character, like a pot and as such it cannot possess caitanya. 
The illustration of the emergence of the intoxicating element 
out of the mingling of certain ingredients does not serve the 
purpose of supporting the Carvaka theory. The element that 
produces the intoxicating quality is present in the ingredients 
in a potential form and it therefore causes the emergence of 
a new property. In the case of the physical body, there is no 
evidence to show that consciousness is present in each of the 
physical parts of body.® 

In all the other instances cited by the Carvakas in support 
of their theory such as the hardness of the water falling from 
the clouds in the form of hail stones, the transformation of 
the green colour of mango into red and yellow, the rasayana 
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(Ayurvedic herbal liquid) made out of the boiling of the different 
herbal juices, the cloth of variegated colour woven from the 
threads of different colour, these changes which take place 
are evident to our experience and these arise out of the natural 
process of change from that which already exists in a potential 
and different form. These do not support the theory that a 
new product emerges out of the combination of the parts or 
ingredients. On the basis of these instances, it cannot be said 
that by the combination of the different parts of the body, a 
new product such as caitanya or jiva arises. 

The Carvakas who do not admit the causal relationship 
between cause and effect cannot uphold the theory that caztanya 
is caused by the combination of the limbs of the physical 
body constituted of four elements. That is, those who do not 
accept the principle that every effect must have a cause, cannot 
prove that caitanya emerges from the combination of the four 
elements. The illustration cited by Carvaka, viz., the sharpness 
or crookedness of thorns in support of the production of an 
effect without a cause does not prove this theory (ahetuka 
utpatti). Even in such instances, some causal factor is involved. 
If that is not perceptible, itis to be assumed that some unforeseen 
factor influences the growth of sharpness or crookedness in 
the thorns. 

The Carvakas do not admit the theory of causality. By adopting 
a dialectic’ they contend that it is difficult to determine the 
nature of karana or what is accepted as a causal factor. The 
arguments advanced by them to refute the commonly accepted 
relation between cause and effect untenable, when these are 
subjected to logical analysis. In view of it, the thesis maintained 
by Carvaka, viz., that caitanya is caused by the combination 
of four elements, involves sel£contradiction and stands opposed 
to one’s own activities for achieving the same goal or purpose. 

It may be argued that it is possible to explain all mental 


functions by the instruments of knowledge such as mind and 


j a t there is no need to 
rgans (caitanya samagr) and that th 
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admit caitanya ora sentient princip | i 
this view stands opposed to our experience. Our experience 
is the form, “I know this object." This experience implies a 
subject, an object and that act of knowing the object. Just as 


60 Indian Philosophical Systems 


the object such as the pot seen cannot be denied, the knowing 
by the subject also cannot be denied. It is not possible to 
explain the mental activities by the mere instruments of jñāna 
without the presence of caitanya which activates them. Even 
in the cases of the wooden dolls, which are found to prattle 
words, it is not without the influence of a sentient being. 
Such activities by non-sentient entities can be accounted for 
either through the power of their being possessed by spirits 
or through the will of God who is the Supreme Deity to be 
worshipped by all and also the bestower of the boons. All 
activities need to be initiated and regulated by an intelligent 
being (caitanya-mula). The illustrations of the blooming of 
the petals of the lotus flower and the exhalation and inhalations 
of living beings do not substantiate the Carvaka theory of 
spontaneous activity without the control of a sentient being. 
Even in these instances, it is also controlled by Paramatman. 
If a branch of a tree which is cut and replanted grows, it is 
due to the fact that another jzva abides in it. Since jzvas are 
infinite in number, it is always possible that if one jzva leaves 
the body, another jzva becomes associated with it. 

The gradations of jzvas due to the assumption of different 
types of bodies from the lowest form such as plants, trees, 
germs, insects, reptiles, animals, human beings, celestial beings 
etc., is due to the variations in respect of the sins and merits 
accumulated from the series of several previous births. Such 
an explanation cannot be offered by those who subscribe to 
the theory that body itself is self, because with the physical 
death, continuation of life is inconceivable. When it is established 
that jzvatman is an eternal, spiritual principle and, distinct 
from bodily experiences pleasure and pain in accordance 
with one’s punya and papa, the mere enjoyment of sensual 
pleasure in one’s lifetime as the goal of life as conceived by 
Carvaka, is not sustainable. Nor the cessation of one’s life of 
limited duration is moksa. 

It may be argued that it is superfluous to postulate the 
concept of dharma and adharma to account for the existence 
of Gade and duhkha when it is possible to explain all events 
in one’s life on the basis of certain known factors. Or it may 
be said that just as what is stated in the Agamas (Sacred texts) 
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in the same way that vistos MER ae ae 
is not to be questioned. But ion dm ada us 
: ‘ . ese arguments stand rejected 
since perception alone cannot be the final authority in respect 
of spiritual matters. 

The caitanya or consciousness which is located in a part of 
the body cannot also be claimed as jnatr or knowing self 
because this is not proved by pratyaksa which is the only pramana 
for the Carvakas. We sometimes say that a tree in which flowers 
are seen only in a single branch, is a beautiful tree full of 
flowers. Citing a few examples, a philosophical theory cannot 
be conclusively established. If this be possible, then any rival 
school of thought can advance its own theories and claim 
that it is sounder than those admitted by others. To overcome 
all these objections it may be argued that caitanya that is 
present in a part of the subtle body (suksma-eka-de$a), is jtva. 
But such a theory when subjected to further scrutiny stands 
. untenable since it cannot be proved by logical arguments. 
Hence one has to take resort to Sastra or sacred text as the 
only source of authority for providing the existence of jzva. 


PRÀNA IS ALSO NOT THE JIVATMA 


The arguments advanced to refute the theory that the physical 
body itself is the j:va, equally holds good in respect of prana 
or vital breath, being regarded as jiva. The prana-vayu functions 
in fivefold form under the name of prana, apana, vyana, udana, 
and samána and this combinations of the five jacon Md 
te of physical parts. Such an aggregate being similar 
ui M e i different limbs of the physical body, it 
cannot become the jiva. Some yogis who have acquired some 
supernatural powers by the control of breath are found to 
perform extraodinary feats such as standing on me water z 
a lake (jala stambhana), walking on burning coal, ae an 
on the basis of this, it is believed that prana itself is the 7tva. 


But Vedanta Desika points out that these are were delusions 


caused by super-natural powers: Prana itself is not jrvatman, 


even though jivais associated with d hoe ay m 
i isad it i ly stated tha y 

to it. In the Upanisad it 1s clearly st ana: vith 

sense organs i caused by Paramatman (etasmat jayate prano 
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manah sarvendriyant ca).8 As a created entity, it cannot be 
eternal, unlike jrvátman. We always speak as "my prana,” implying 
distinction between the self and prana and not in the form “I 
am pranda.” 


INDRIYAS ALSO CANNOT BE JIVA 


For the same reason, even indriyas—the sense organs, cannot 
be claimed to be jtva. There are five sense organs, each having 
a specific function. Either each indriya with specific function 
ofthe combination ofall with different functions cannot constitute 
jiva proper. Indriyas are only the instruments of knowledge 
for the jiva but they themselves are not the knower of what is 
seen or heard. If indriya itself is the knower then with the 
loss of one indriya such as eyes, what is seen cannot be recollected 
or experienced by another indriya. The jzva is therefore to 
be admitted as different from the indriya. 

In the same way, the five cognitive organs cannot be jivatman. 
As regards the mind (manas)—the inner sense organ, it is 
only the instrument for recollection by jiva what is experienced 
earlier by other sense organs. 


MERE /NANA CANNOT BE //VATMAN 
Some Carvakas maintain the theory that jana or knowledge 
itself is the jzvātmā as is evident from the experience "I know" 
(janami). This experience which arises in the mind is itself 
jwvatma and there is no need to postulate any other entity as 
Jiva. Even this theory is untenable. Such a jñāna is either 
momentary in character (ksanika), as Buddhists claim, or it 
is of enduring nature (anuvrtta). In either case, itis not possible 
to account for recollection of what is seen or experienced 
earlier, since it cannot be the jnàtà or knower as distinct 
from jñāna which alone can recollect or recognize what is 
seen earlier by mere jñāna. The Carvakas do admit that during 
the state of deep sleep knowledge is not present, whereas 
during the state of consciousness, knowledge persists. It is 
not possible to explain the persistence of knowledge without 
admitting an eternal atma as the basis of knowledge. Those 
Carvakas who admit that jnana is itself atma, cannot claim 
that jana is the repository of the samskara or impressions of 
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earlier experiences. If, on the other hand, the heart in the 
central part of the body is regarded as both the jnana and 
also the locus for all the sanskàras, it amounts to the formulation 
of a peculiar theory. It would be more appropriate to subscribe 
to the theory which is sanctioned by the Sacred texts which 
are flawless. The theory that jñāna itself is ātmā is opposed 
to our experience which arises in the form that “I” (atma), 
as the knower, possess the knowledge. Otherwise, with the 
destruction of knowledge, even àtman is destroyed. If, with 
the death of the body, the jwatman also ceases to exist, then 
on the same principle, it would follow that during susupii, 
according to the Carvakas, ātmā ceases to exist. But it is not 
so, because after awakening from deep sleep, one feels happy 
and desires to get such a joy. 


JIVATMAN IS AN ETERNAL SPIRITUAL ENTITY 


After criticizing all the defective views of the Carvakas regarding 
the jiva, Vedanta Desika presents the correct and acceptable 
theories about jivatman with the support of the pramanas. Yt 
is to be admitted that dtman is an eternal spiritual entity as 
distinct from the body. This is proved not only on the basis 
of the perceptual experience but also on the strength of the 
authoritative Scriptural texts. As Naiyayikas explain the instinctive 
behaviour of a newly born infant and the possibility of 
recollection of the events of the past by some individuals, 
also support the theory of continuity of the jivas, through 
several lives. Theories such as “jivatman endures till the end 
of one's life (dehavadhi) or till the end of the dissolution of 
the universe (pralayavadhi) or till the attainment of liberation 
from the cycle of births and deaths (moksavadhi)” are all opposed 
to the Scriptural teachings. T 
That with the death of the body, atma also ceases to exist 1s 
the most unsound theory. This is similar to the view that during 
the state of susputi the atman is dissolved. But this is contrary 
to our experience. The same jrvatman which experienced 
susputi continues to function soon after waking from sleep. 
This is well-established by the author of the Vedantasütrareading 
as “sa eva tu karma anusmyti $abda vidhibhyah.”® On the same 
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basis, the jzvatman does not cease to exist with the death of 
the body but is reborn by assuming another body. 

There are a few stray statements in the Upanisads which 
give the impression, prima facie, that jzvdtman ceases to exist 
with the death of a person. Thus, in the Taittiriya Aranyaka it 
is stated: “who knows what exists and what does not exist in 
the higher transcendental realm (paraloka)."? Another text 
Brhadaranyaka says: “na pretya samjna asti—One who is dead 
does not possess consciousness." In the preceding statement, 
itis pointed out that atmd which is of the nature of knowledge 
(vijnanamaya) raises from this body along with the five elements 
and perishes like the elements.!! Even in our empirical usage, 
we only say that an individual is born and the same dies. Taking 
all these statements, it is contended that jtvàtman exists as long 
as the body lasts and it also ends with the death of that body. 

Vedanta De$ika refutes these arguments as unsustainable. 
If, on the basis of the Scriptural texts, one advances the theory 
that atman is not eternal, then the same Scriptural texts teach 
that atman is eternal (nityo nityanam cetanah cetandnam) and 
on the strength of these texts, itis to be admitted that jzvatman 
continues to exist passing from one body to another (Sarira 
parampara). The Bhagavadgita also reiterated the same by 
citing the illustration of how a person throws away the worm- 
cut coat and puts on another new one. It repeatedly emphasizes 
the eternality (nityatva) of jrvatman as against the non-permanent 
body. The scrupulous observance of the prescribed Vedic 
deeds by men of wisdom for the attainment of higher spiritual 
goal would be of no value if atman is not eternal. The birth 
of jvais only associated with a body and its death is separation 
from the body. It does not perish with the death of the body 
but assumes a different form by assuming another body. 


JIVATMAN DOES NOT BECOME ONE WITH PARAMATMAN 


The view that jzvātman endures till the end of the pralaya or 
dissolution of the universe is also unsound. This theory advanced 
on the basis of a statement in the Visnupurana which states 
that both prakrti which has manifest and unmanifest forms 


and also the purusa (jivatman) are dissolved in Paramátman 
during dissolution of the universe.12 
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This theory is untenable because o 
First, it is opposed to Smrti text which States, that both prakrti 
and purusa are without a beginning.!3 What does not have a 
beginning does not have an end. Besides, the same Gita text 
says that Jwa is neither born nor it dies (na jāyate na mriyate 
và vipascit). The implication of anāditva is that there is a 
continuous series of births and deaths and for the jiva like, 
the continuous flow of the water of the river (pravaha nityata). 
If we accept the birth and death to the jiva, then Isvara would 
be subjected to the criticism of partiality and cruelty since 
He would be destroying the jivas without any consideration 
to the punya and papa acquired by them. Besides, the Smrti 
text says that karma, in the form of the results of the good 
and bad deeds, cannot be eradicated even in several kalpas, 
without experiencing them (na abhuktam kstyate karma kalpakoti 
$atairapi) . This statement confirms the fact that jrvatma endures 
through several kalpas or epochs. Further, if jzva ceases to 
exist at the end of an epoch, then the jzva born in the next 
kalpa, would not be able to reap benefit of the karmas done 
in the previous kalpa. Also, it would acquire karma which is 
not done by it (akrtabhyagama krtavipranasah). In view of all 
these considerations, the laya of jiva and prakrti in Paramatman 
in the state of pralaya, is to be taken in the sense that jeva and 
prakrti exist in Paramatman in an unmanifested form, and in 
indistinguishable manner, similar to the water which is absorbed 
by the heated iron rod. 

The ancient school of Vedanta expounded by Brahmadatta 
(which is not extant) and Bhaskara, according to which jrvas 
during the states of creation are created and during pup 
they are destroyed. These theories are also untenable as they 


à à ; QA 
the Scriptural teachings which emphasize t 
Ne EM Hen of these criticisms will be considered 


eternality of zva. The d IC ; A 
later in me pete dealing with the critical review of Vedanta 


schools. According to the Upanisads, the jivas are devoid of 
birth or origin (aja) and also eternal (nitya). They ue not 
subject to either creation or destruction at any period. xh 

The theory that jivas exist or endure by RE. ares à 
births until they are totally liberated from bondage (amo un y 
is also unsound. According to this view, there are two kinds 


f the following reasons. 
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of pralayaor dissolution, viz., nitya naimitika pralayaand atyantika 
pralaya. The nitya pralaya takes place, as described in the 
Visnupurana, at the end of each day of Caturmukha Brahma, 
which is measured in terms of one thousand human yugas. 
The naimitika pralaya takes place at the end of the kalpa or 
epoch of Brahma (kalpanto). Prakrta pralaya occurs after a 
certain a duration of Brahma’s rule, while the atyantika pralaya 
or total dissolution happens when Caturmukha Brahma attains 
moksa after several yugas. When once total pralaya takes place, 
the jivatmans are also dissolved in Paramatman. On basis of 
these details, it is maintained that jivas exist until they attain 
moksa (amoksasthayt) which by implication means that jrvas 
cease to exist soon after their being merged into Brahman. 

This theory is also untenable because the Scriptural texts 
speak of the difference between Brahman and the mukta jivas 
even in the state of moksa. The description of moksa in terms 
of sāmya or equality between Brahman and jivas, sadharmya, 
or enjoying a status similar to that of Paramatman, do not 
support the view of absolute identity with Brahman. Besides, 
the Upanisads categorically state that jzvas enjoy the ananda 
or glory of Paramatman in the state of mukti, In view of these, 
the description of atyantika pralaya is to be understood in 
the sense that when once jtvas attain moksa, they are totally 
liberated from karma and that there is no possibility of the . 
jas returning to mundane existence (punaravrtti) and that 
the muktas enjoy the blissful Brahman fully in a transcendental 
realm. Hence the view that dissolution of atmanis moksa amounts 
to the acceptance of the Carvaka philosophy. 

By way of concluding, Vedanta Desika states that it is 
appropriate to admit the atma-tattva, or the doctrine of jrvatman 
as a reality as distinct from the physical body, which is well- 
established by the Sacred texts and which is also evident to 
our experience. Once should follow the prescribed way of 
life for overcoming the afflictions in life and also attaining 
eternal happiness in a higher realm. The Carvakas defend 
their philosophy on the assumption that it was taught by Prajapati 
the chief of the celestial deities in the Chandogya Upanisad 
and also by Brhaspati, the preceptor of the celestial deities 
(devaguru). But these teachings were intended to delude the 


Carvaka School 67 


demons (asuras). The reference to statements made by sage 
Jabali, at the assembly of Lord Rama in the Ramayana, were 
not intended to support the theory of Carvakas, as is clarified 
by Lord Ràma himself. The presence of some Lokayatikas in 
the yaga performed by sage Kanva mentioned in the Mahabharata, 
along with other sages, do not imply that they were the followers 
of the Carvaka philosophy but, on the contrary, those were 
the persons well-qualified to refute the arguments of the Carvakas. 
Hence it cannot be claimed that Carvaka philosophy has the 
support of the Vedas and also of the orthodox Vedic scholars. 
The Carvaka philosophy, teaching sensual pleasure as the 
goal of life, which may appeal as proper knowledge to foolish 
people, is not acceptable to men of wisdom. 
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5 
Buddhism 


FIER THE REFUTATION of Carvaka, Vedanta De$ika takes 

up Buddhism for critical examination which is the second 
important non-Vedic school of thought. Even chronologically 
it appears to have come into existence later than Carvaka 
since there are critical references to Carvaka teachings in 
the Buddhist treatises. According to Vedanta DeSika, the 
justification for taking up Buddhism soon after Carvaka is 
that, unlike Carvaka, it admits vijñāna in the form of metal 
ideas. It also advocates a religion of its own and believes in 
the concept of the attainment of a higher goal in the name of 
nirvana by the pursuit of a rigorous ethical and religious 
discipline. Though Buddhism does not accept the Vedas, it 
owes its authority to the teachings of the Buddha who is regarded 
as sarvajna or the omniscient Being. 

Buddhism, as a religion, which is acknowledged as one of 
the world religions, does not come up for criticism. Vedanta 
Desika, like all other critics hailing from orthodox schools, 
confines his attention to the criticism of the important 
philosophical and epistemological doctrines of Buddhism which 
are considered to be untenable, apart from their being totally 
opposed to the Upanisadic teachings. 

Buddhism, as a system of philosophy, is also not uniformly 
the same. In the course of its development during a long 
period spreading through several centuries since the advent 
of Buddha, it has undergone several modifications, giving 
rise to different schools of thought, each one presenting distinctive 
doctrines. Four major of thought are generally acknowledged 
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as important. These are named as Vai 
Yogacara, and Madhyamika.! 

The Vaibhasika and Sautrantika admit to the existence of 
external objects. The Yogacara denies the existence of external 
objects. The Madhyamika, on the contrary, maintains that 
both internal ideas and external objects are Sanya or void in 
the sense that they are of indeterminable character. All the 
schools except Madhyamika maintain that everything in the 
universe is of momentary nature (ksanika), that it does not 
exist for more than an instant. 

These teachings, though conflicting, are considered to have 
been based on the sayings of the Buddha, who is omniscient 
and hence are regarded as authoritative. According to the 
Buddhist tradition, Buddha taught the following four principles: 
(1) Sarvam ksanikam ksanikam; (2) duhkham duhkkam; (3) 
svalaksanam svalaksanam; and (4) $unyam $unyam.? According 
to Vedanta Desika, Buddha advocated the following four 
doctrines: (1) ksana-bhangah, that is, everything in the universe 
is momentary in nature; (2) pratyaksartha-bhangah, that is, 
the objects of perception do not actually exist; (3) bahyartha- 
bhangah, that is, the external objects do not exist apart from 
knowledge; and (4) dharma-dharmi-bhava-bhangah, that is, apart 
from attributes (dharmas), there is no separate substance (dharmi) 
as such. On the basis of these basic teachings, the four schools 
have developed their main doctrines. As will be seen later, 
the first one is accepted by all except Madhyamika. The second 
theory is developed by Sautrantika for whom external objects 
are inferred. The third one is embraced by Yogacara for 
whom external objects are the projections of internal ideas. 
The fourth one is accepted both by Vaibhasika and Sautrantika 
for whom svalaksana or the bare unrelated being seen in the 
initial stage of perception is real, whereas what is perceived 
later as qualified (savikalpaka) is false. * sd 

Vedanta Desika confines his attention to the critical examination 
of these doctrines. He deals with each school separately. As 
explained in the introduction to the Madhyamika-bhangadhikara, 
Madhyamika is accorded highest priority because it advocates 
Sunyavada or that everything in the universe is void viria 
n-existence and marks the climax of Buddha's 


bhasika, Sautrantika, 


amounts to no 
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teachings (sugatamata-kastha). He is regarded as worse than 
Carvaka since he does neither accept even pratyaksa as a pramana 
nor the existence of external objects. The Yogacara makes a 
concession to this extreme view of Madhyamika by admitting 
the existence of vijiiána in the form of series of ideas. The 
Sautrantika goes a step further and concedes both thoughts 
and external objects though the latter is to be inferred on 
the basis of the cognition of the objects. The Vaibhasika is 
far more accommodative since he admits both internal knowledge 
and the existence of external objects. But all the schools of 
Buddhism except Madhyamika uphold the theory that all things 
in the universe are of momentary character (ksanika). 


1. MADHYAMIKA SCHOOL OF BUDDHISM 


Madhyamika is first taken up for examination. Its central 
philosophy is summed up in the following verse which is quoted 
by Vedanta Desika: 


na san-ndsan-nasad-asan-naca ’py-anubhayatmikam 
catuskoti-vinirmuktam tattuam madhyamikam viduh; 

buddhya vivicyamananam svabhavo navadharyate 

ato nirabhilapyas-te nis-suabhavasca darsitah. 

It neither ‘is’ nor ‘is not’ ‘both is and is not’ nor ‘neither is nor is not.’ It 
is outside the four alternatives that are regarded tattvam by the 
Madhyamikas. 

Even by closer examination, the nature of the object cannot be : 
determined. Hence the nature of the objects is indescribable and is 
found to be void. 


In other words, excludes all conceivable predicates including 
that of non-existence and the ultimate is accordingly to be 
viewed as beyond all conception. It is therefore indeterminable. 

If this be the main thesis of the Madhyamika, then the 
experience we get in the form “I know this" which involves 
three factors, viz., the knower (aham), the object known (jñeya), 
and the process of knowing (jñāna) cannot be explained in 
any manner. That is, the nature of the objects in the universe 
isindeterminable, then there would be no difference between 

the waking experience and the dream experience. They would 
become almost non-existent (tuccha) similar to the sky-flower. 
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If this be acceptable, our endeavours for attaining higher 
spiritual goals as heaven, moksa, etc. would be of no value. 
All human endeavours for achieving other human goals would 
be futile. According to such a philosophy, moksawould amount 
to the realizaton of mere voidness (Sunyatapatti) in respect 
of all our experiences. 

After making general criticisms against the Madhyamikas, 
Vedanta Desika criticizes their views in greater detail. The 
first and foremost criticism of this school is that their teachings 
do not have the support of the valid pramanas. The claim 
that these theories are the outcomes of the teachings of the 
omniscient Buddha, is questionable because one who is 
omniscient cannot present conflicting theories. There are no 
well-defined criteria to determine that among the conflicting 
theories, which one is the correct and final one. 

It is wrong to maintain that tattva or what is regarded as 
reality or an object has a real existence outside the four possible 
logical alternatives, viz., na sat, na asat, na sadasat, na 
tadubhayatmikam. An object can be defined in all four ways 
from different standpoints. Thus, for instance, a pot exists in 
a particular place but the same does not exist in another 
place. It can be regarded as both existence and non- existence 
and also different from being both existence and non-existence 
from different stand points. All these facts are evident to our 
experience. If we say that an object exists and does not exist 
in the same place and at the same time, it involves a self- 
contradiction. If, on the contrary, we conceive that an object 
exists and also does not exist at the same time in different 
forms, it would amount to the admission of the Anekanta- 
vada or manifold nature of the object, advocated by the Jainas. 
Hence the contention of the Madhyamikas that an object is 
indescribable in any manner is untenable. 

The Madhyamikas adopt a different argument to prove 
the non-existence (abhava) of an object. Every object, prior 
to its production, does not exist. This is regarded as its prior 
non-existence (pragbhava). It does not also exist after it is 
destroyed. This is known as its posterior Ao REM 
( pradhvamsabhava). What does not exist earlier and later, 


cannot be considered to exist between there two states. 
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This argument is logically untenable. The prior non-existence 
of an object ceases to exist as soon as the object is produced. 
If the concept of non-existence itself is not acceptable on the 
ground that it is indeterminable (nzrupakhya), then even the 
causal factors which produce the object would have to be 
treated as indeterminable. Again, if an object comes into 
existence, it would also have an end or destruction (vindéa). 
If an object, whose nature is indeterminable (mirupakhya) 
according to the Madhyamika, does not have either an origin 
or destruction, it would become eternal. But it is not so. 
Hence both pragbhava and pradhvamsabhava are to be admitted 
as positive concepts in the sense of two different states of an 
object. 

In view of this explanation, abhava, as a logical concept, is 
not indeterminable or mere non-existence as Madhyamika 
says. It only means non-existence of an object. An object has 
both prior non-existence (pragbhava) before it is caused and 
pradhvamsabhava after it is destroyed, because that which is 
produced is also subject to destruction, resulting in its pra- 
dhvamsabhava. 

Hence what comes between pragbhava and pradhvamsabhava 
does exist during the period of its existence (svakdla-sattva). 

In this connection, Vedanta Desika clarifies the logical concept 
of abhava and bhava. According to Visistadvaita, both bhava 
and abhava are positive concepts representing different states 
of a substance. According to Nyaya-Vaisesika, these are different 
logical categories. It is not therefore correct to say that abhava 
is nirupakhya or nis-svabhava (indeterminable). 

An object, prior to its production, is asat or non-existent, 
and in that state it is nis-suabhava. After its production, it is 
regarded as possessing satta or existence, that is to say, it 
assumes a new character. It is asked: what is the nature of 
the new character assumed by the asat? The non-existence 
(abhava) of an object which we speak of on the basis of pramana 
is not nis-svabhava or devoid of any intrinsic nature as the 
Madhyamika assumes. This abhava is also not the svarupa of 
the object which becomes manifest after its production. If it 
is different from the object that is produced, then it is asked 
what is its nature? This question, Vedanta De&sika argues, is 
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irrelevant because it arises only if it is established that abhava 
in some form or the other, exists prior to karya. All that em 
be said is that prior to the origin of the object, the object we 
see with its nature did not exist prior to its production. It is 
therefore not relevant to ask what the nature of the abhava 
was, prior to its production. This is explained by an illustration. 
After knowing Devadatta, a person with his characteristics, 
one can ask where he exists or lives. This question is relevant 
only when one has known Devadatta, but not in the absence 
of any knowledge about him. Similarly, ifwe have the knowledge 
of the pot in the state prior to its production, then itis possible 
to ask what the nature of its non-existence was. 

There are a few other arguments which are of dialectical 
nature advanced by Vedanta Desika to refute the theory of 
Madhyamika in defence of non-existence. The main point of 
criticism is that it is impossible to conceive absolute non- 
existence. The terms such as $unya, tuccha, etc. which appear 
to mean total negation (sarva-sumya) do not imply non-existence. 
Negation (nisedha) necessarily presupposes its counter-correlate. 
It does not imply total non-existence at any time or at any 
place. When we say that an object does not exist, it only means 
that it exists at some other place or at some other time, but 
not that it is totally non-existent like the sky-flower. Absolute 
non-existence (sarvatha-$unyatva) is logically untenable. As 
stated by Vedanta Desika in the Adhikarana-saravah, it 1s purely 
a speculative theory without having any support of the pr CM 
(amanatah, svesta-vada) . Badarayana also Rome out in T 
Vedantasütrathat the doctrine of Madhyamika is totally untenable 


(sarvatha anupapattesca) . 


9. YOGACARA SCHOOL OF BUDDHISM 

Unlike the Madhyamika, who denies the existence E ER] 
Yogacara admits, as ifitisan improvement to the E - x s 
Buddhist philosophy, the existence of vijana H dum 
aseries of mental ideas. His doctrine 1s therefore ti 5 4 Pe 
vada. He also admits, unlike the Carvaka, a concept e: a 
(karya-karanabhava). The central theory of DET : 

up in the following Verse quoted by Vedanta : 
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avibhago hi buddyatma viparyasita darganaith, 
grahya grahaka samvitti bhedavaniva laksyate. 
Knowledge is of one form without any distinction between knowledge 
and its object. The distinction between the object of experience 
(grahya) and the knower who cognizes it (grahaka) is all due to illusion. 


In support of this view, the following argument is advanced: 
“sahopalambha niyamat abhedo nilataddhiyoh —There is no 
distinction between the cognition and the object cognized 
because there is an invariable connection between the two." 

According to the Yogacara, there is no external object from 
knowledge. The variegated experience of the object takes 
place due to the influence of the vàsanas or innate mental 
ideas which are variegated. There is no need for the objects 
to qualify the knowledge as of a different nature. The series 
of cognitions themselves are influenced by the samskaras caused 
by earlier cognitions from as beginningless time. 

This theory comes up for a severe criticism from all the 
realistic schools of thought which admit knowledge as distinct 
from the external objects. It is opposed to our perceptual 
experience. It cannot also be established by anumana or logical 
arguments. 

Vedanta Desika points out that the Yogacara cannot uphold 
the theory of causal relation, that is, the proper relation of 
cause to effect. According to Yogacara, all things are of momentary 
nature (ksanika). That is, an object exists only for a moment 
and in the next moment, it ceases to exist in the same form. 
What exists for a moment cannot serve as the cause of what 
is produced in the next moment. Besides, what is considered 
to be real is only the bare being, technically termed as svalaksana 
and not that which is qualified with attributes. If everything 
is of momentary existence and what is considered as an effect 
is a bare being (svalaksana) then there cannot be a relation 
between the two since they are of different nature. If any two 
entities can have a causal relation, then it would amount to 
saying that the presence of a donkey is related to smoke on 
the hill. All earlier moments would be the cause of all later 
moments. It is not possible to adopt an inferential argument 
since there is no relation between the entities to formulate a 
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logical concomitance between one entity and another, as in 
the case of smoke on the hill with the fire. Even in respect of 
a series of ideas as one continuous process, there is no determining 
factor to establish a correlation between the earlier event 
and the later one, without the admission of a permanent self 
as the cognizer (jnata). The illustration of the white cotton 
which is coloured with redness cited in support of the view 
that at the same time samskdra becomes qualified, does not 
serve the purpose, since there is nothing which endures for 
more than a moment. 

The theory of Yogacara that other than jana, nothing else 
exists, is untenable because jñāna as a continuous series of 
ideas is only momentary and it is not everlasting or nitya as 
Advaitin maintains. What is momentary implies that either 
in its earlier state (moment) or in its later state (moment), it 
does not exist in the same form. Following the logic of 
Madhyamika, what is non-existent prior to it and also non- 
existent subsequent to it, also becomes non-existent. Yogacara 
does not also accept that jrdna is qualified with some attributes. 
Whatever is qualified (savikalpa) is of the nature of illusion. 
According to Yogacara, only svalaksana or bare being without 
any characteristics is true knowledge. 

The theory that the external object other than knowledge 
does not really exist, is also wrong. Though knowledge may 
be self-revealing, it needs some other means or another 
knowledge to reveal its nature as momentary (ksanika). To 
say that knowledge itself is the external object involves self- 
contradiction. If another series of knowledge (jnana-santati) 
can reveal that the knowledge of the present series is momentary 
and that it is part of the previous momentary jnana and also 
that of the subsequent moment, then the individual should 
-be aware that it is a separate series and also truly exists. It is 
not known then even the difference drawn between the teacher 
and the taught and also between the exponent of the theory 
and its opponent cannot be explained. If this be not possible, 
then the Yogacara, like Madhyamika, cannot prove his own 
rae ite dii theory of Yogacara is that there is no difference 
between knowledge (jfiana) and the external object (grahya). 
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This is the most unsound theory because it is generally accepted 
by all schools, as is also evident to our experience that the 
knowledge of an object which arises in the form “I know 
this" (idam aham janami) involves three factors; the knower 
denoted by aham the object denoted by idam, and the process 
of knowing denoted by janami. If this is not admitted, the 
statement of the Yogacara “grahya grahaka samvitti bhedavan- 
iva laksyate,” which means that it appears that there is difference 
between grahya or the object, the knower (grahaka), and the 
knowledge (samvit), does not stand. It presupposes all the 
three factors. When an object can exist independent of knowledge 
and knowledge also exists as an attribute of the knower, it 
follows that jñāna is related to an object on one side and the 
subject on the other. Hence it is wrong to deny both the 
object and the subject who knows it. If this theory, which is 
accepted by all, is rejected, then even the existence of jnana 
as the only reality, stands refuted by applying the Madhyamika 
logic. 

It is argued in defence of the Yogacara theory denying the 
external objects, that even Vedantins do not accept the theory 
of Nyaya-Vaisesika, according to which, avayavi or the 
conglomeration of avayavas or parts is not real on the ground 
that paramanus which are infinitesimal partless supra-reals 
and also non-perceptible, cannot combine together since they 
are partless. Vedantins should not therefore object to the 
theory.of the Yogacara denying the existence of external objects. 
Vedanta Deéika controverts the argument by explaining that 
according to Visistadvaita, paramanus are the smallest particles 
and they are perceptible. The combination of these particles 
constitute a gross object and this is established by cognition. 

The jivatman, which is either monadic in size, as Visistadvaitins 
maintain or all-pervasive as Naiyayikas hold, manifests itself 
as "I" (aham) and hence it is undeniable. If aman is admitted 
as a real entity, the object experienced by it is also real. 

It cannot be said that jnana or knowledge and jfieya or the 
external object are identical because the two are cognized 
together (sahopalambha). This view conflicts with one's own 
stand. Besides, all our activities are initiated after we see 
object as different from jñāna. If jnana and jieyaare regarded 
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ECO Ne then it would not be possible to make any distinction 
between the right cognition and the wrong cognition. Then 
one has to take resort to either Sunyavada which admits that 
knowledge and the objects seen do not really exist, or to 
Jaina's saptabhangi according to which an object exists and 
also does not exist at the same time. 

On the analogy of objects seen in the dream state, it is not 
possible to deny the existence of objects in the waking state, 
because it is opposed to our common experience. We always 
experience that object is different from jñāna. What does 
not exist cannot be comprehended. Even in the case of dream 
objects, they exist in the state of dream according to the 
Visistadvaitin, as these are created by Īśvara to be experienced 
by a j?va. Even if objects do not exist in the dream state, they 
do exist in some other place and at some other time and 
they are not therefore totally non-existent. 

It cannot also be argued that the object exists without any 
specific intrinsic character (nis-suabhava) because the same 
is experienced differently by different individuals as in the 
example of a beautiful damsel seen by an ascetic, a lover, 
and a dog. Then, even the very jnana which is admitted as 
really existing would have to be treated as non-existent (nis- 
svabhava) because it is also regarded by others in different 
ways such as satya, tuccha, jada, svayamprakasa, ksamika, and 
nitya. An object assumes different characters in terms of linga 
or gender, number, dimension (parimana), etc. because of 
the limiting or conditioning factors (sopadhika). If this is not 
admitted, it is not possible to regard the same nme, SRO 
or posterior, as karya and karana, as nilakara (blue) ros pio 
(yellow). Such a position leads to the Madhyamika ry 
HES, Yogacara, who does not accept the existence of the 

i lain the nature of character 
external objects, attempts, to Exp. 


of knowledge in the form of a series of ideas on the basis of 


the influence of the variegated vasanas or the innate tendencies 


inherent in the previous series of ideas and not MER 
to the nature of the external objects. Pen E a PRIE Y 
not logically sustainable. Vynana, for the Bu p End 
that is, it changes every moment. In the seri 
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when the earlier cognition ceases to exists, the vasandassociated 
with it is also erased and as such it cannot influence the next 
momentary cognition. If the series of cognitions is admitted 
as one continuous cognition, it may be possible to account 
for the continuation of vasandé and its influence on cognition. 
Alternatively, the reality of the external objects has to be 
admitted to account for diversity of experience. Neither is 
accepted by the Vijñānavādin and his theory of vijñāna is 
therefore untenable. 

Badarayana sums up the criticisms against the Yogacara 
doctrine in the following three sutras: 


1. Na abhava upalabdheh.* It cannot be said that external 
objects do not exist, because these are cognized by the 
individual self through the process of knowing. 

2. Vaidharmyacca na svapnádivat? On the basis of the objects 
perceived in the dream, it cannot be said that objects do 
not exist, because there is difference between the dream 
experience and waking state. 

3. Na bhàvo anupalabdheh.® Knowledge as devoid of content 
is not proved to exist. That is, all knowledge is related to 
an object and also to a subject. 

Thus, it is concluded by Vedanta De$ika, that the doctrine 
of Yogacara upholding only jñāna as real and that the external 
object is illusory, is not sustainable. 


9. SAUTRANTIKA SCHOOL OF BUDDHISM 


As compared to the Yogacara who denies the existence of 
external objects, Sautrantika goes a step further by admitting 
the existence of external objects in addition to jiana or knowledge. 
But the object is not directly perceived but it is to be inferred 
on the basis of the knowledge having the content in the form 
of an object. This is a peculiar epistemological theory developed 
by Sautrantika and it is subjected to severe criticism. The 
criticism is mainly directed to prove that the arguments adopted 
by the Sautrantika regarding the existence of an external object 
though it is not directly perceived, are untenable. 

The external object admitted by Sautrantika is not regarded 
as the avayavi or the combination of several parts, as Naiyayikas 
believe. What is conceived as avayavasangatha Fae combination 
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of avayavas is treated by him as non-existent (avastu). The 
avayavais the combination of the paramanus or subtle edes 
which are devoid of parts (niramsa). If paramanus conceived 
by him are partless, its combination to form an aggregate 
whole is also rejected. The idea of the paramanus becoming 
a conglomeration is therefore a mere delusions On further 
analysis of the paramdnus, it turns out to be a non-existent 
entity. Only if paramanus come together, it is possible to speak 
of the smallest dimension, biggest dimension, and dimension 
of middle size (madhyama parimana) . Paramanus do not possess 
the dharma of paramanutva. Hence the combination of paramanus 
in any form is not possible. Even akasa which is all-pervasive 
is not accepted by Sautrantika. It is another name for spatial 
absence (avaranabhavah). It amounts to saying that it does 
not exist as a separate entity. If these are the views held by 
Sautrantika, even the external object which does not exist 
for him, cannot be inferred. Unless the external object is 
seen, its inference on the basis of having seen the object by 
perception cannot be proved. Either it is to be admitted as 
Vaibhasika says, that the collection of paramanus (paramanus- 
puñjaka) is perceptible or as the realists say that objects are 
always directly perceived by knowledge. There is no other 
way of proving its existence only on the basis of inference. It 
cannot be said that objects experienced in the long past or 
objects to be experienced in the long future leave their impression 
on the mind by means of which objects of the present are 
inferred. Just as we infer objects seen in the past by memory, 
it is not possible to explain on the basis of the inference that 
an object of the present also exists. There is not one instance 
which can be cited in support of the view that the existence 
of an object is inferred. f 3 
The Bae of akaga or ethereal space as a real entity, ieh 
is so obvious to our perceptual experience, iS ETR ie AL UR 
theory. It should be possible for the Sautrantika to accep a 
on the basis of inference in the same Way 25 the existence 
n. m itted on the basis of inference. Instead, 
an external object is admitted ity (tuccha). If an 
it is totally wrong to negate it as a non-enuty ; 


; even 
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non-existent by adopting the Madhyamika logic. If akééa is 
regarded as dvaranabhava, that is, absence of spatial relation, 
then it is not even possible to include it in the three types of 
abhava accepted by Naiyayikas and others such as pragbhava 
(prior non-existence) , pradhvamsabhava (posterior non-existence), 
and anyonyabhava (mutual non-existence or difference) since 
all these concepts presuppose the existence of an object. 

In the absence of akaSaas a real entity, Sautrantika cannot 
speak of either its prior existence or posterior existence. Even 
the concept of mid-space with reference to which we speak of 
an object being nearer or farther, is inconceivable. All these 
criticisms are implied in the Veddntasutra reading as: "akase 
ca avisesat.”” It means that it is not correct to say that akàía 
does not exist (tucchata) because it is perceptible as in the 
case of other objects (avisesat). 

It is generally believed that the differences existing in the 
external objects cause the differences in respect of their 
knowledge. But the Sautrantika explains the variegated nature 
of knowledge (jndna-vaicitrya) on the basis of the variations 
in the nature of the objects (artha-vaicitrya) . This view is untenable 
because the invariable concomitance (vyapti) between object 
and knowledge cannot be established by the Sautrantika since 
the two— object and knowledge—are not present at the same 
time in any given moment. The object is momentary and so 
also the knowledge which cognizes. it. The knowledge which 
has grasped a particular object ceases to exist in the next 
moment. Similarly, the object which is cognized by a knowledge 
at a particular moment, also ceases to exist. Unless it is proved 
that there is an invariable concomitance between knowledge 
and object, it is not possible to say that knowledge cognizes 
objects and thus it becomes variegated depending on the 
differences of the objects. If the nature of knowledge itself is 
conceived as variegated and on that basis it is inferred that 
objects are different, then there would be a need for another 
knowledge to comprehend that particular knowledge which 
is variegated. To escape all these difficulties, the Sautrantika 
has to admit, as in the case of Yogacara, that jüana in the 
form of a series of mental ideas itself is variegated due to the 
influence of previous vasands or innate tendencies and each 
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series of jñāna influences the next series. This would amount 
to the admission of the Yogacara theory according to which 
external objects as such do not exist, and that jiana itself 
projects as objects. This would defeat the stand adopted b 
Sautrantika that external objects which are inferred on a 
basis of knowledge exist. Then there would be no difference 
between the dream experienced in which objects do not really 
exist and waking experience in which objects though exist, 
are to be denied, Such a theory is most unsound episte- 
mologically, since there is difference between the waking state 
and the dream state as stated in the Vedantasütra (vaidharmyacca 
na svapnadivat).® 

The Sautrantika defends his theory that external objects 
exist, though it is to be inferred, by stating that an object, 
when cognized, transfers its akara or form to the knowledge 
and on the basis of such a knowledge which is characterized 
by the object, the object is inferred (jnanakdra-arpanam). 
Even this explanation is untenable, contends Vedanta Desika. 
The external object does not possess a separate characteristic 
other than its svarupa, to be transferred to knowledge. Even 
if it is admitted that it has a characteristic, how does it move 
out of the object in which it inheres? The svarupa of the being 
momentary, does not persist for another moment for transferring 
it to the knowledge. 

Both knowledge and object are without qualities (nir- 
dharmaka), according to Sautrantika. How can the akara of 
the object be transferred to the knowledge? It may be said 
that the akara of the object is reflected in the knowledge which 
is pure (svaccha). Even this explanation does not hold good 
since, according to the accepted theory of reflection of one 
object in another, it is necessary that the two should exist at 
the same time (samanakala) and the entity in which itis reflected, 
as in the case of a mirror, should be tainted for the reflection 
to take place (rūpavattva). The reflection cannot be Bu ee 
on the analogy of the heated red iron piece or the gap © 
black gram in which black colour 1s mixed, bee vs a 
combination of internal knowledge with the external o ject 

. lained on the basis 
is not conceivable. It cannot also be exp AA 
of the illustration of a red colour being generated by the 
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combination of white lime with yellow turmeric powder, because 
according to the Sautrantika, what is earlier and what is later 
cannot come together (samsarga) since each has a momentary 
existence. In order to offer a satisfactory explanation of akara 
samarpana, one has to admit that an external object with its 
form is perceptible or that the series of knowledge are influenced 
by the vàsanás. Hence the doctrine of Sautrantika that external 
objects are inferred, though they do not really exist, cannot 
be proved. 

The author of the Vedantasutra has summed up the criticism 
in the following sutra: "na-sato adrstavat. "? It means: “When 
the object does not exist, the transfer of its dharma (akàra) 
cannot take place since such a possibility is not perceived anywhere." 


4. VAIBHASIKA SCHOOL OF BUDDHISM 


In order to overcome the defects pointed out in the theories 
advanced by the schools of Madhyamika, Yogacara, and 
Sautrantika, this school admits both jñāna and external objects 
which are perceptible. But both these are momentary in 
character. It does not accept jnata or knower as a separate 
entity. Even this modified doctrine is considered defective 
and it is therefore open for criticism. 

Like the Naiyayikas, the Vaibhasikas also admit paramanus 
which are partless, imperceptible, and infinitesimal reals. 
All the entities, both the external objects and the internal 
sense organs including mind and body, are the conglomeration 
of these paramanus. Though the paramanus are not perceptible, 
the combination of these paramanus, technically named as puja, 
can become the object of perception. The question is asked: 
How do these paramanus which are momentary in character, 
combine themselves into an aggregate entity? The Vaibhasika 
does not admit any causal factors of enduring nature which 
can bring them together. There is also no valid pramana to 
prove the existence of the aggregates of paramanus. According 
to Vaibhasika, the nirvikalpaka pratyaksa which is the first stage 
of perception reveals the indeterminate and momentary character 
of the paramanusand these paramanusestablished in nirvikalpaka 
become the object of perception (savikalpaka) as aggregates. 
This view is questioned by Vedanta Deśika. What is claimed to 
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be seen in nirvikalpaka cannot itself serve a pramana for what 
is seen in the savikalpaka perception. But what is revealed in 
the stage of savikalpaka does not also exist as an enduring 
entity and hence it cannot be treated as real. 

The Vaibhasika also does not admit that vikalpa or what is 
seen in the stage of savikalpaka pratyaksa is valid. If this is the 
case, even nirvikalpaka perception cannot be regarded as a 
valid pramana. On the basis of inference, it is not possible to 
establish that all savikalpaka pratyaksa is invalid, since the 
inference adopted for this purpose suffers from logical fallacy. 
If the knowledge derived from savikalpaka pratyaksa is invalid, 
then what is taught in the Buddhist treatises which are also 
of the nature of vikalpa-jnana, would also become invalid. 
As in the case of Madhyamika, Vaibhasika also does not believe 
in any valid pramana to prove his doctrines. In the absence 
of pramanas, there would be no distinction between the true 
theory and the false theory. Even if the knowledge of the 
aggregate is regarded as false and what appears as aggregate 
is due to the influence of the vàsanas, the external object 
which is admitted to exist, cannot be considered as perceivable. 

The relation of jñāna to jneya or the object of perception 
cannot also be established unless it is admitted that the object 
really exists. If both jnana and jneya do not exist at the same 
time and endure for more than a moment, there cannot be 
any relation between the two. The jnana which cognizes the 
object at a particular moment ceases to exist. The Vaibhasika 
argues that the previous momentary jnana which cognizes 
the object, transfers the akara of the object to the next momentary 
ina ina rasps what is cognized by 
jnana. The next momentary jnana g sp } n 
an earlier jñāna. But this explanation is against the genera y 
accepted theory that jñāna only cognizeswhatis actually presen 
at the time of cognition. iiis 

The ee along with the Yogacara and Sautrantika, 
upholds the theory that all entities are of momenta ohare 
(ksanika). This view is opposed to the theory of praty 
He hich is the same as seen earlier. 
following syllogistic arguments 
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(jalandhara) or the continuous flow of the flame of the lamp. 
In the instance of the flame, we get the idea that it is the 
same flame that endures, though each moment the flame 
changes depending on the supply of oil and burning of the 
wick. In the same way, it should be possible to say that the 
series of jñāna, though being momentary is one. So also in 
respect of the objects, which are constantly changing, we get 
the illusion of it being the same one object. This arguments 
is untenable because in the case of the flame it is obvious to 
our experience that it cannot be one and the same since we 
know that the constant supply of oil causes the burning of 
the flame continuosly. If all things are momentary and since 
there is no cognizer to recognize that there is similarity between 
the earlier event and the latter, there is no scope to say that 
it is the case of. pratyabhijna or recognition of the earlier and 
the latter as the same. Similarly, the individual who has earned 
punya and papa cannot be the recipient of the effect of the 
good or bad deeds. It would then lead to the position that 
someone else reaps the effects of punya and papa. 

It may be said that whatever is done in one series of acts, 
the fruit of it also becomes applicable to the same series, as 
in the case of the red colour present in the seed appearing 
in the cotton grown out of it (karpase raktata yatha). But this 
argument with the illustration cited does not hold good. What 
is true in the case of objects which endure for some time 
does not hold good for things which are constantly changing. 
Things which are totally destructible without any residue cannot 
have continuous endurance. 

The Buddhists believe in the theory of niranvaya-vinasa or 
the total destruction without any residue. In support of this, 
they cite the example of the flame of the lamp, which when 
extinguished, does not leave any residue. But this kind of 
destruction does not apply to objects such as pot. A pot when 
destroyed does not totally disappear. It exists in some other 
form as broken pieces of pot. This is called sanvaya-vindsa, 
as contrasted to niranvaya-vinasa. On the basis of this, it is 
more appropriate to accept sanvaya-vinasa even in respect 
of the flame of a lamp. When the flame gradually diminishes 
and is extinguished, the rays radiating from it spread widely 
and they gradually become invisible. 
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The following syllogistic argument is a 
of this theory. Destruction does not need a cause because it 
inevitably takes place (dhvamsah hetu-nirapeksah; dhruva bhavitvat) 

This syllogism, according to Vedanta De$ika, suffers fro 

logical fallacies. The hetu “dhruva bhavitvat,” when subjected 
to logical analysis, is found to be faulty.!° The sadhya or probandum 
(hetu-nirapeksa) is not admitted by the critic. It should be 
acceptable to both the disputants but Visistadvaitin does not 
admit niranvaya-vinasa. For him, the objects, even after 
destruction, continue to exist in some other form. As already 
pointed out, even in the case of the disappearance of the 
lamp-flame, the subtle elements of light dwindle and spread 
themselves all over and become invisible. Even if it is considered 
that in this one instance there is total destruction, it is not 
possible to assert on the basis of this one example that all 
physical objects undergo similar destruction, asit is not warranted 
by our experience. 

In order to escape all the criticisms against momentari- 
ness (sarva-ksanikavada), a small section of the Vaibhasikas, 
as stated by Vedanta Desika, holds the theory that there is 
one tattva which is real. In support of it, he quotes the following 
statement mentioned in Pali language, which is claimed to 
have been taught by the Buddha himself: "atyihi bhikko akadayam, 
jahanatthi edassya jantuno sattam, manasa sunnavattha gun 
sampajjayi.” It means: "It is acceptable to the mendicant Buddha 
that it is desirable to accept one real entity; otherwise if an 
entity perishes every moment, there would be liberation for 
ütman every moment." x s M 

The end. of this quotation cited by Vedanta pon is 
not given. It is claimed to have been said by some GEPF 
of Buddha as taught to them. Whatever may be the credibi y 
of this view, it would not conform to the main teachings 2 
Buddhism. If this is admitted, then the central doctrines of 
Buddhism such as everything is ksanika and vee a ee 
is cognized in the savikalpaka-pratyaksa is fabe peta 


be defended. Even if it is accepted as a posie VENDI 
the Büddha, it is not possible on the basis of it, to 
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The following syllogistic argument is adopted to prove it. 
"The things in the universe are momentary because they exist 
for a moment, as for example the absolute instant (ksama). 
(idam vigitam jagad ksanikam, meyatvat or sattvat, ksanopadhivat). 

The syllogism suffers from logical fallacies.!! What is sought 
to be proved stands negated by perceptual experience. The 
absolute instant (ksana) which is cited as an illustration, is 
non-existent. It is not accepted as strictly momentary by the 
Visistadvaitin. The word ksana means for Visistadvaitin, the 
conglomeration of various causal factors which have been 
operative in producing the effect (karya-sunya samagriksanah). 
Thus the word ksanais applicable even to what is permanent. 
It is not therefore possible to prove by any means that everything 
is momentary. Vedanta De$ika therefore concludes that it is 
necessary to admit that all entities are essentially of permanent 
character (svaripatah nitya) and that only the modifications 
they assume are of varying nature. 
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Jainism 


ares is the next important non-Vedic school which comes 
up for critical examination since the philosophical doctrines 
as well as the religious practices advocated by it are opposed 
to the Vedanta philosophy established on the basis of the 
Upanisads and the Vedantasutra. Some of their theories and, 
in particular, the saptabhangivadaor the doctrine of sevenfold 
description of all entities, are also logically untenable. All 
the later schools such as Nyaya, Vaisesika, Mimamsa, and 
Advaita have also criticized the Jaina philosophy. 

Vedanta Deśika, at the outset, explains how such an unsound 
philosophy gained popularity and survived over centuries as 
a living religion. Like Buddhism, the Jainas do not accept 
the Vedas as a source of authority but they claim that a person 
named Arhan who founded Jainism was a sarvajna or an 
omniscient being and whatever was taught by him, as in the 
case of the Buddha, is to be taken as authoritative. Unlike 
the Buddha, he categorizes the ultimate ontological entities 
in a different manner. So also the religious observances. He 
rejects the Buddhist doctrine of momentaryness but adopts 
the doctrine of sevenfold description of the nature ofall shee 
and thereby creates the impression that the teachings of Arhan 
are sounder than that of Buddha. ; ; 

Vedanta Desika further points out that in ae Ee 
on the people that he is omniscient, he seq e cd 
of the movement of the planets, stars, and other a ME 
details which are not normally understood by s s 
in Buddhism, he does not deny the existence of pron ie s 
Besides, the remedial measures suggested by Arhan 
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followers to ward off evils through the recitation of certain 
mantras are found to be very efficacious. The followers of 
this religion are thus made to believe that Arhan is an omniscient 
being and hence all his philosophical teachings should also 
be accepted as authoritative. He himself claimed that he is a 
sarvajna so that the followers of his religion should accept 
his teachings without questioning them. Since he lays great 
emphasis on satya or truthfulness and vatragya or non-attachment 
of worldly objects as the ethical ideals, people are made to 
believe that Arhan is free from raga or passion and dvesa or 
hatred towards others and that his teachings are therefore 
most authoritative. The doctrines advocated by him are also 
claimed to be in conformity with our experience and logical 
principles. Hence the philosophy of the Jainas is claimed to 
be useful for people who aspire for worldly prosperity and 
also the attainment of a higher spiritual goal. 

The first criticism levelled against Jainism is that the denial 
of authority to the Vedas is not appropriate because these 
contain eternal truths and also are not ascribed to any human 
author and as such they are free from defects. These points 
are brought out in detail in the Samudaya-dosadhikara.' By 
departing from the fundamental concepts outlined in the Vedas, 
the Jainas adopt their own novel categories such as jzva, ajiva, 
asrava, bandha, and arjava which are named as panca-astikayas. 
Even the religious way of life in the name of tapas advocated 
by them does not have any practical value but, on the contrary, 
some of their religious practices involve the torture of the 
physical body. 

The astrological teachings advanced by them do not have 
new features other than what are already enunciated in the 
ancient Indian Astrology. There are five branches of ancient 
Indian Astrology and of these the Jainas have attempted to 
develop one branch in greater detail and claim to have 
promulgated new science of planetary movements. 

The claim made that the mantrasformulated by the combination 
of certain syllables and letters and that these are efficacious 
to yield amazingly good results is intended to attract laymen 
and create in them a faith that Arhan is omniscient. 
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Veda á 2 CU: 

= Mee s out that similar claims are also made 
s , on that basis, the Buddha is also regarded 

as sarvajna. If the Buddha is sarvajña, how can the Jai 
3 > e Jainas 
claim that only Arhan is sarvajña? If both are sarvajnas, then 
the doctrines of these two schools should not be redieeiiy 
different. If either of them is a sarvajna, then how to disprove 
the claim of the other? If Arhan is claimed to be a sarvajfia 
because he advocated the vairagya and ahimsa dharma, then 
the same was also taught by the Buddha. In fact ahimsa dharma 
advocated by the Buddha is a better type since Buddhist monks 
do not practise the torture of one’s body in the name of 
tapas or penance like Jaina monks do by plucking each hair 
of the head by hand instead of shaving the head with a razor.” 
In the guise of the upholders of the theory of compassion 
(karunikatva), the Jainas regard the killing of an animal for 
the purpose of yaga or fire sacrifice as prescribed in the Vedas, 
as adharma and hence Vedas are not supposed to be accepted 
as authoritative. Then how do they justify the torture of the 
body by plucking the hairs of the head by hand and defeating 
the opponents by adopting wrong arguments in debates and 
thereby wounding the feelings of the rivals (paravad:)? If such 
acts are treated as acts of dharma, how would they be justified 
to regard the killing of an animal for a specific fire sacrifice, 
the destruction of enemies in the war for the sake of defence 
of one’s country, and the commitment of suicides by jumping 
into rivers or jumping from the top ofa hill on specific occasions, 
as adharma? In fact it is established in the Sacred texts that 
the killing of an animal for the purpose of sacrifice is for the 
special benefit of that animal and hence it does not amount 
to cruelty, just as the surgery performed on an individual is 
for the benefit of his good health. The punishment caused to 
individuals who have indulged in theft or murder is not therefore 
prohibited. in def 
Vedanta Desika advances a few other arguments In detence 
of certain rituals prescribed by the Vedas for the ere of 
killing an enemy. In all these cases 1t 15 contended t EX ese 
are laid down in certain special circumstances ane | ence 
they should not be taken as cases intended for causing injury. 
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The most important criticism against Jainism is directed 
towards the enumeration of the tattvas or the metaphysical 
concepts in a wrong way. According to the Jainas there are 
only two categories of tattvas, viz., dravyas or substances and 
paryayas or its modifications or modes (avasthds) which are 
the same as gunas or attributes.? Other than these two, there 
are no other /attvas. This is not a correct theory since there 
are eternal substances such as Jévara, jiva, etc. Such eternal 
substances possess dharmas which are also eternal and these 
are not subject to changes. All these are established by valid 
pramanas. This objection cannot be overcome by merely classifying 
the gunas into two types, viz., those which exist as part of the 
substance and those which are accidental (dgantuka). The 
exclusion of /svara among the eternal dravyas stands opposed 
to Scriptural texts which are nitya and free from defects. 

The Jainas have admitted six dravyas. These are: (1) jiva 
or the individual self; (2) pudgala or matter; (3) dharma or 
the principle of motion; (4) adharma or the principle of rest; 
(B) kala or time; and (6) Gkasa or ether. Each one of these 
tattvas is defective. 

Regarding the doctrine of jiva, the Jainas conceive it as of 
the size of the body it occupies. Vedanta Deśika points out 
that this is the most unsound theory of jiva. One of the reasons 
advanced by the Jainas for maintaining such a theory is that 
whenever a person is injured in the leg, he feels the pain in 
the head. In order to explain such an experience, it is not 
necessary to conceive that jzva is pervasive of the entire body, 
contends Vedanta De$ika. Such a phenomenon can be explained 
even by accepting jivaas monadic in size (anu) because experience 
of pain and pleasure takes place through jñāna of jiva which 
is all-pervasive. That jrva assumes the size of the body it enters 
into, would amount to the admission of different dimensions 
for the jiva. But this theory is directly opposed to the Scriptural 
texts which affirm that Jiva is anu and nirvikara or devoid of 
modification. Further, when the jwas attain the state of mukti 


after liberation, they are devoid of bodies and there is no 


criteria to determine what kind of body the jiva assumes in 
that state. 
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E According to the Jainas, jivas, after liberation from bondage, 

cep moving upward continuously (nityordhva-gamana). They 
also believe that certain jivas move upward and enter a 
transcendental realm called alokakasa. In either theory the 
mukta jiva cannot be regarded as having a dimension. That 
they can assume a body ofa particular size is not philosophically 
a sound theory. 

Regarding dharma and adharma, these two concepts are 
understood in Jainism in a different way. They denote the 
principle of motion and rest respectively. They are regarded 
as jagad-vyapi or pervasive in the entire universe. The question 
is asked: Whether they are by their very nature (svarüfena) 
pervasive or by being subtle in nature (anu) but inherent in 
all things and in all places similar to the oil in the oil seeds. 
In either case, dharma and adharma being eternal (mitya), 
they cannot be regarded as either objects to be acquired by 
human effort or as common features of all individuals. It 
can be said that specific modifications or qualities of dharma 
and adharma are to be acquired by concerned individuals. 
But in that case dharma and adharma are to be restricted to 
the concerned individuals and they cannot be universal qualities. 
Then it would follow that dharma and adharma are nothing 
other than the observance of prescribed acts and abstaining 
from the prohibited acts and that these are to be secured by 
the grace of the concerned deities who are the bestowers of 
the benefits. If this theory js accepted, then the theory advocated 
by the Jainas that specific pudgalas (conglomerations of several 
atoms) constitute the punya and pele i Rus m 

: ostulation 

Regarding f wih e ble, contends Vedanta De$ika. 

separate dravyd 1s also untenable, 


The term pudgala, according to the Jainas, means the 


à itute a sizeable whole 
conglomeration of several atoms to consti 


(comparable to the prakrti of the Sankhyas) n ud 
of the qualities of sabda, sparsa, rupa, asā, and gandha, pe ; 
modifications into five elements, Viz.» prthivi, Wo ie a aoe 
and akasa each possessing certain specific gunas. 


of such a dravya and also its modification into elements Ey 
be proved by perception. It cannot be taken pam 4 
conceived for the purpose of explaining the modifica 
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pudgala into elements. If it be a mere postulate for providing 
certain explanation of evolution into, it is not possible to 
account for an orderly evolution. Prakrti is accepted by the 
Vedantins to explain an orderly evolution on the strength of 
the Upanisadic teachings. It is not so for the Jainas. 

Kala or time which is the fifth dravya, is acknowledged by 
the Jainas as a separate dravya. This theory is also defective. 
Kala as a substance is generally admitted in order to explain 
that an object existed in the past, or it exists at present or it 
will come into existence in the future. If according to the 
Jainas kala is monadic in nature (anu-svarupa), it is to be 
conceived either as of shortest duration or as all-pervasive 
(sarva-vyapi) like the akasa and also subtle. Only in that case 
it is possible to determine the existence of an object in terms 
of kala. It may be possible to do so by means of anus admitted 
by them or through their modifications. Then there would 
be no need to admit kala as a separate dravya. If orthodox 
Vedic schools accept kala, they do so on the authority of the 
Vedas and other allied treatises and hence its acceptance as 
a dravya is fully justified. The Digambara sects of Jainas seek 
the authority of their Agamas in support of the concept of 
time. Even then it cannot be proved that it is a separate tattva. 

Akasais the sixth dravya admitted by the Jainas. It is regarded 
by them as nitya, spatially infinite (ananta prade$a) and also 
all-pervasive (sarva-vyapi). But this view is opposed to the 
Scriptural texts which speak of the origin for akaéa like other 
physical elements. The Jainas seek to establish it on the basis 


of inference and other logical arguments. The anumanaadopted 
for the purpose suffers from logical defects. 


DOCTRINE OF SAPTABHANGI 


Coming to the central doctrine of Jainism, viz., the doctrine 
of Saptabhang: or the indeterminable character of the nature 
of all the six dravyas and also their modifications, Vedanta 
Desika rejects it as the most unsound theory which s riddled 
with contradictions. On the basis of the concept of Bhedabheda 
or difference cum non-difference, the Jainas formulate seven. 
alternatives with regard to the nature of an object. These 
are: (1) syadasti (maybe, it exists); (2) syad ded (maybe, it 
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does not exist); (3) sya ; s Nu 
does not exit) a pc eque exists and it 
t PTSD Ch avyaktavyam (maybe ubi abr pur 
indescribable); (6) syad nàsti ca avyaktavyam (nisi es ^ 
does not exist and it is indescribable); and (7) syäd ap GG: 
nae eee ee eea 
Vedanta De$ika points out that the first five alternatives 
Ere somewhat similar to the five alternatives advanced by the 
Madhyamikas and on that basis they conclude that the nature 
of an object is tuccha or absolutely indescribable. By the 
permutation and combination of the five alternatives of 
Madhyamika the Jainas add up two more alternatives and 
come to the conclusion that it is impossible to describe the 
nature of an object in any specific manner. Even though the 
Jainas do not use the word tuccha or non-existence as the 
nature of an object, it ultimately ends up in the theory of 
tuccha since the nature of an object cannot be specifically 
stated. It is possible to evolve more than seven alternatives 
by adding up a few more by the permutation and combination 
of asti, nasti, asti-nasti, etc. The major defect of the presentation 
of the theory of the Saptabhangi which is applicable to all 
entities and also their qualities (paryayas) is that itis not possible 
to develop a sound positive theory regarding the nature of 
an object. Further, there would be no scope to make a distinction 
between one’s own theory (svapaksa) and the theory of an 
opponent. Nor can the Jainas defend their own theory (sadhana) 
and refute the theory of an opponent (dusana). It is possible 
to reconcile the opposition between existence and non-existence 
of an object with reference to different times and different 
places (kaladi-upadhibheda) as other schools do. Then it cannot 
be claimed that anekantavadais the unique theory of the Jainas. 
The adherence to the theory that everything in the universe 
is of manifold nature would end up in complete chaos in the 
classification of the tattvas and so also the observance of the 
religious practices in a prescribed order. The statement that 
the entire universe is of the nature of the multiform NUR 
as in the case of divine beings such as Vinayaka (t k E di 
with the combination of a human body and the trunk of an 
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elephant) and Narasimha (one of the incarnations of Visny 
with human body and the head of a lion) do not serve the 
purpose of proving the anekanta theory.* The combination 
of two forms to constitute one being does not involve any 
contradiction as in the case of the combination of rice grains 
with grains of barley (yava). Anekanta concept in such a sense, 
viz., having different forms which are not contradictory is 
acceptable to Visistadvaitins also. It cannot be argued that 
all things are of manifold nature, because they exist, as in 
the case of para and apara jati (sarvam anehantam, satvat, 
parapara jatyadivat) .'T his inferential argument does not support 
the Jaina thesis that all things are of manifold nature. One 
and the same object can be regarded as big or small when 
compared or contrasted to another object of a different nature. 
For example the prthivi (the element of earth) is large (para) 
as compared to pot, and the same prthivi is smaller when 
compared to the substance (dravya). Same is the case with 
regard to the objects such as human beings as father and 
son, older and younger, etc. But this is not the case with 
regard to the Jaina’s view of an object possessing different 
nature since he does not speak of its different nature with 
reference to what is contrary to it (pratiyogibheda-nirvaha). 
If it is argued that Saptabhang? is confined to the concepts 
of ams or the whole and ama or its parts, as well as dravyas 
and paryayas or the gunas which inhere in dravyas, the question 
is raised whether this difference between ama and arms is 
due to their own nature or due to the limiting conditions 
(sopadhika). The answers provided contradict his own accepted 
doctrine. If all entities (dravya) by nature possess parts (svabhavika 
am$a), then he will have to admit parts even in respect of 
amus. But there would be no separate anu to determine the 
difference between the astikayas or that which exists and has 
parts (kaya). The jivas which are similar to other pudgala 
PIRE wend become a whole unit comprising internal parts. 
HO ree ae ie he theory of Au 
cand mem ad Prades is the svabhavika-dharma 
5 A ty, then bheda also being suabhavika, 
atmans would be different in Nature. E i ding 
to anekantavada is different disi SURAT BECO Tan 
and also non-different. In the 
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same way, the other theories of Jainas relating to the avasthas 


of Jiva, the composition of ‘Jagat (jagat-samsthana), the difference 
In respect of devatas, the offer of worship to them are all 
riddled with contradictions. Keeping all this in mind, the 
author of the Vedantasütra sums up the criticism in one sùtra- 
naikasmin asambhavat.° It means that the doctrine of the Jainas 
is not sound, because in the same one entity two mutually 
opposed dharmas cannot co-exist. 
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Vaisesika School 


Nes THE VEDIC SCHOOLS (ästika Darśanas), Vedanta De$ika 
takes up the Vaisesika school founded by sage Kaņāda 
first for consideration, though chronologically it came into 
existence later than Sànkhya and Yoga. The reason for this, 
as explained by Vedanta Desika is that some of the doctrines 
developed by Kanada such as the denial of apauruseyatva for 
the Vedas, non-acceptance of primordial cosmic matter (prakrtt), 
admission of asatharyavada, the acceptance of avayavias distinct 
from the aggregate of avayavas, and the postulation of additional 
metaphysical categories, etc., are somewhat on the lines of 
the theories of the non-Vedic schools such as the Carvaka 
(Guru-mata), Buddhist (Sugata-mata), and the Jainas (Jina 
mata). This observation made by Vedanta Deśika, which reflects 
the criticisms offered against the Vaisesikas is supported by 
Atr-smrti which states: kandda-sakya-pasandaih-trayidharmo-vilopitah, 
tridandadharimo purvam visnuna raksita tray. It means: “The 
Vedic dharma was spoiled (adversely affected) by Kanada 
(Vai$esika), Sakya (Buddhists), and Pasandis (Pasupatas); 
Visnu taking the avatara of Dattatreya holding the tridanda, 
restored it.” Prima facie this may sound as a strong criticism 
against Kanada, because at the very commencement of the 
Vaisesika- sutras he declares that he would present an exposition 
of dharma which is the means to attain the Spiritual Goal. 

But actually he deviates from his declared premise and devotes 
all his attention to the discussion of the six metaphysical 
categories: viz., dravya, guna, karma, sam anya, visesa, and 
samavaya.” Though incidentally he briefly dixe a few points 
about dharma, the Kanada-sutras mainly deal with the nature 
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of the six categories (sat-padarthas). Hence the following remark 
is made jokingly by others about Kanada-mata: Dharmam 
vyakhyatu-kamasya satpadarthopavarnanam; sagaram gantu-kamasya 
himavat-gamanobamam—"One who is desirous of expounding 
dharma, presents the details of six padārthas; this is similar to 
an individual who wishes to go to the ocean, proceeds towards 
the Himalayas." 

After making these general observations about the Vaisesika 
school, Vedanta Degika proceeds to examine critically the 
main theories of Vaisesikas—the metaphysical categories 
including the concept of abhava, the doctrine of jtva and the 
doctrine of Jsvara. He first takes up abhava or non-existence. 


THE CONCEPT OF ABHAVA 


The Vaisesikas admit abhava or non-existence as a separate 
category as different from bhava or existence (bhava atinkta 
abhava). This is not a sound theory, contends Vedanta Desika, 
for the following reasons. In the first place, it is not possible 
to comprehend it as an entity by perception, just as we see 
clearly the existence of an object. The existence of an object 
in a particular place or ata particular time is bhava, which is 
a positive concept. Similarly, the absence or non-existence 
of an object in a particular place or time can be regarded as 
abhava. That is, a different state of bhava itself is abhava. It is 
also a positive concept. Other than that, itis not necessary to 
admit abhava as a separate category, bhavantara-abhava. * 
The Vaisesikas conceive four types of abhava: (a) P dH 
or prior non-existence ofan object, a state prior s pro x 
of an object such as a pot; (b) MEA N A pi a 
posterial non-existence ora a CE Rari. Eu 
object; (c) atyantabhava or a S none ae Le 
total negation as for prn E thatis, difference 
angi) one ae mi. jar is not cloth. In case 
a pos o pradhoarksdbhdua the Vaisesika Cane 
zuari ositive concepts. 
admit that these are MA E n as a different state of 
seme ware dide eparate category (padartha). 
bhava (bhavantara) and Eee means that it exists elsewhere 
Abhava or non-existence o. 
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at some other time or in some other form. Abhava is thus a 
determining characteristic of an object with reference to time, 
space, and condition.? 


THE CONCEPT OF SAMAVAYA 


The Vaisesikas have admitted the concept of samavaya as a 
separate category (padartha) to explain the relation of inherence 
that obtains between two separate entities which are invariably 
connected (ayuta-siddha) . The ayuta-siddha entities are avayava 
(parts) and avayavi (whole), guna (attribute) and guni 
(substance), kriya (activity) and that which causes it, jati (generic 
character) and vyakti (object), and lastly, viśesa (a special 
quality) that subsists in eternal substances (nitya-dravyas) such 
as paramanus, souls, etc. Such a relation is regarded mitya or 
eternal and one (eka), that is, it is a common feature of all 
inseparable entities. Samavaya conceived as a relation of inherence 
(sambandha) relates the two relata (sambandh:). It does not 
require another relation to relate it with the two relata. If 
another principle is needed to relate the samavaya with the 
relata, it would lead to infinite regress. It is therefore regarded 
as svapara-nirvahaka ox capable of relating itself to relatives 
without requiring another principle to relate it to the relata. 
This is similar to the illustration of light which reveals the 
objects but the light itself does not require another light to 
reveal it. 

This theory is subjected to severe criticism. When two entities 
such as substance and its attributes are inseparably related, 
there is no need to conceive a separate concept of relation 
such as samavaya and in order to avoid the fallacy of infinite 
regress, to ascribe to it the capacity of relating itself to the 
relata without any third factor. In other words, the postulation 
of the concept of samavaya as a separate relation other than 
the two relata which are already connected by their very nature, 
is superfluous. When it is well-known that the two ayuta-siddha 
entities are already connected together invariably, there is 
no need to adopt a third category in the name of samavàya 
to account for their relation. The Visistadvaitin therefore uses 
the expression aprthak-siddha which implies that the two entities 
are inseparably related as in the case of lotus and its blueness- 
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When such an entity can give rise to the awareness that it is 
related (visista pratyaya-visayatuam), there is no need to postulate 
a separate concept of samavaya to account for their relationship. 
If samavaya as a separate concept of sambandha is admitted 
to explain the relationship between two invariably connected 
relatives, the fallacy of infinite regress is unavoidable. The 
principle of explanation adopted as svaparanirvahaka is an 
additional superfluous postulate. 

The admission of samavdya as nitya and eka also leads to 
problems. If it is nitya, then the relata with which it is connected 
would also have to be mitya. But it is not so in respect of 
dravya and its gunas where the relation of inherence exists, 
since the gunas are impermanent by nature. Gunas come 
into existence only after the dravya is produced. Only when 
substance and its attribute come into existence, samavayarelation 
is to be conceived and as such it has an origin (janma) and it 
cannot be regarded as nitya. If it is argued that the nature of 
the relation is determined after knowing the nature of visesana 
or attribute and visesya or that in which it inheres, then there 
would be no need to conceive samavaya as the relation that 
exists between the relata. The viSesana and visesya by their 
very nature can also reveal that they are related together, 
because samavaya as relation, cannot itself determine what is 
àdhàra (supporter) and what is adheya (that which is supported). 


THE CONCEPT OF VISESA 


The Vaisesikas admit a separate category named visesa or 
individually as a special quality that subsists in eternal objects 
in order to distinguish one eternal object from another (vyavrtti- 
pratipatti).* It is the differences of ultimate objects vane 
otherwise alike. The ultimate objects which are suppose A 
possess the quality of visesa are atoms ee oe 
(atmans), time (kala), space (dik), ether (akasa), and m 

Mene Deśika criticizes this theory. The ma is x epee 
qualiy subsisting object hg one from the oer and it is 

distinguish 

Ls De ane to postulate a separe e 
this purpose. It should be possible to distinguis jj 
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on the basis of temporal as well as spatial factors or with 
reference to the distinguishing characteristics they possess. 

Taking the case of the muktatmas or the liberated jivas 
which are omniscient, they are all alike insofar they all enjoy 
equally the bhoga or bliss of Brahman (atyanta-samya). 
Nevertheless, it is possible to distinguish between them on 
the basis of the functions they perform in the state of mukti 
(vyapara-bheda). This is determined on the authority of the 
Sacred texts. Their individuality could also be established 
on the basis of the types of karmawith which they were associated 
prior to liberation (purvopadhi). It may be asked as to how 
we come to know this. The answer is, as explained by Vedanta 
Deéika, that the yogis or those who possess supernormal 
perception could apprehend such distinctions.’ 

The above explanation is in accordance with the theory 
muktātmāaccepted by Visistadvaita Vedanta. According to the 
Vaisesikas, muktātmā is totally devoid of all experience similar 
to a piece of stone (pasana-kalpa). There is no other basis to 
distinguish between one liberated jzva and another. Hence 
it would be necessary to admit visesa as a special quality inherent 
in each fiva. 

Against this argument Vedanta DeSika points out that such 
a theory advanced by the Vaisesikas on the basis of anumana 
is untenable since it is opposed to the Scriptural texts which 
affirm that jziana as a dharma of jiva is nitya and exists even 
in the state of moksa.® 

The Vaisesikas have felt the need to admit the viSesa as a 
separate quality in order to account for the distinction between 
the paramanus which are the cause of the universe. According 
to Visistadvaita Vedanta, Brahman as associated with cit and 
acit in their subtle form, is the cause of the universe. The 
paramanus cannot serve as the cause of the universe, since 
the combination of partless subtle paramanus is inconceivable. 
The need of postulating visesa as a special quality of paramanus 
does not therefore arise. Nor is it justified. 

The Vaisesikas have admitted anyonyabhava as a separate 
E c ORENSE UR 
Bee eee iar HUGUES postulate visesa as a quality. 

etween two objects of the same 
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kind (samana-rüpa) 


cannot serve the purpos eM LN 
one from the other purpose of distinguishing 


, itis replied that the conce 

pt of prthaktva 
or 
Separateness accepted by them as a separate quality can 


serve the purpose of knowing the difference between two 
objects of the same nature. 


THE CONCEPT OF SAMANYA 


Samanya is another independent category admitted by the 
Vai$esika. It refers to the feature or property common to 
two or more things. Thus when we see several cows, we get 
the notion that they are all the same. This characteristic common 
to all (anugata-dharma), is called sémanya. The same is also 
known as jati or generic character. Gotva or cowness which 
is a feature common to all cows is the jat?, also known as 
samanya. It exists in the three types of padarthas, viz., dravya, 
guna, and karma. Thought it exists in all the three, it is an 
independent category (padartha). It is one, eternal, of and 
subsists in many. There are gradations of samanya. Satta or 
existence is the highest universal (para jati) since it belongs 
to the largest number of entities. The others which are known 
as apara-jati, follow it in a descending order as dravyatva (as 
substance), prthivitva (as element of earth), and ghatatva (as 

a pot) each one covering lesser number of entities. 
Vedanta Deśika criticizes this theory. Though the concept 
of jati, which is the same as samanya, is acceptable to the 
Vigistadvaitin, it is not regarded as an independent category 
( padartha) as one and ubiquitous. According to Visistadvaita, 
jati is the asadharana-dharma or the unique characteristic of 
the specific structure of the object (samsthana- 
the dewlap in the case of the cow. Apart 
arate entity as jati, as Vaisesikas believe. 
The admission of jatias a separate dharma than the structure 
of the object leads to certain difficulties. According to the 
Vaisesikas, the physical structure of the object (akrt?) is the 
revealer (abhivyanjaka) of jati. Akrti itself is a common character 
found in all kinds of materials and as such it would constitute 
hether there is something 


‘ti, Then the question arises W iere 
which would reveal this jati in the form of akrti. If the reply is 


an object. It is 
visesa) , as for example, 
from this there is no sep 
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in the affirmative, it would lead to the fallacy of infinite regress, 
To overcome this difficulty if it is said that akrti does not 
require another akrti to reveal it but on the contrary it reveals 
itself as well as the jati, then why accept jati as a separate 
dharma in order to account for similarity (sadr$ya)? It may 
be argues that the principal structure of the subject (akrti) 
being different from each other cannot constitute a common 
character of all objects as jàti but nevertheless it can serve 
the purpose of revealing the jati. It that be the case, it would 
follow that the special structure of the object (which is the 
very Gkrti) can give rise to the notion of similarity and as 
such there would be need to admit samanya as a separate 
dharma. In other words, the very structure of the object which 
is common to all objects can cause the anugata-vyavahara or 
the notion of generality and it is not therefore necessary to 
conceive a separate entity such as süámanya." 


'THE CONCEPT OF KARMA 


Karma or action in the form of movement is regarded by the 
Vaisesikas as a separate category (padartha). According to 
this school there are five kinds of movement: (1) upward 
movement (utksepana), (2) downward movement (apaksepana), 
(3) contraction (akuricana), (4) expansion (prasarana), and 
(5) movement in general such as going forward or backward 
(gamana). All kinds of movement (karma) belong to dravya 
(substance) and cause the things to move. Their relation to 
the dravya is similar to that of gunas to the gun. Though 
karma is not perceptible, it is proved by means of inference. 

This theory is refuted as unsound. According to Vedanta 
Deśika, karma is that which causes in us the awareness that 
the object is moving. In other words it is movement itself 
(calana). While he agrees with the Vaisesika with regard to 
the general nature of karma, he questions the soundness of 
its classification into five kinds. There is no justification criterion 
on the basis of which such a classification could be maintained. 
Whatever is the cause of the karma as conceived by the Vaisesika, 
the same may be acceptable to explain the movement of an 
object from one place to another. The assumption ofan additional 


factor as karma besides the movement of an object from one 
place to another is superfluous. 
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THE THEORYOF GUNAS 


The Vaisesikas have enum , 
` These are rufa (EoNot ras CSE A AN eels A 
(touch), sañkhyā (number), parimana aues EOE 
(separateness) , Sayoga (conjunction) , vibhaga Cieero 
para (prior), apara (posteriority), buddhi (jnana), "m 
(pleasure), duhkha (pain), iccha (desire), dvesa (hatred), and 
prayatna (effort). These seventeen gunas are mentioned by 
Kanada in the sutra. To these are added the following eight 
gunasby Prasastapada, the commentator on the sutras: gurutva 
(heaviness), dravatva (liquidity), sneha (lubricity), samskara 
(latent impression), adrsta (unseen potency), dharmaand adharma 
(merit and demerit). Each one of this is examined in the 
Tattva-muktakalapa and proved to be defective.? The major 
criticism against the enumeration of twenty-four gunas is the 
omission of the three fundamental gunas of prakrti, viz., sativa, 
rajas, and tamas which are established on the basis of Scriptural 
and Smrti texts. The other criticism is that many of these 
gunas are superfluous and there is no need or justification 
to regard them as separate qualities. Regarding buddhi or 
knowledge it cannot be a guna but it is a substance (dravya) 
inseparably related to the individual self according to 
Visistadvaita. The five mental qualities, viz., iccha, dvega, sukha, 
duhkha, and prayatna cannot be qualities of the self but are 
different states of the dharma-bhiuta-jnana or attributive knowledge 
of the jzvatman. If sukha and duhkha are regarded as separate 
qualities of the self, then we have to know what causes sukha 
and duhkhain an individual. If the causes of such experiences 
are the very mental disposition of an individual, then it would 
be sounder to admit that the very mental states or the states 
of jnana (according to Visistadvaita) are the sukha and duhkha. 
Itis therefore superfluous to postulate that these are the qualities 


of the self. 
THE THEORY OF DRAVYA 


Coming to the theory of dravya or substance which, according 
to the Vaisesikas, serves as the basis (asraya) for Ege 
also defective. Thisis of nine kinds. These are: privi (earth), 
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ap (water), tejas (fire), vayu (air), akasa (ether), kala (time), 
dik (direction), ātmā (self), and manas (mind).? Vedanta De&ika 
points out that this classification of dravyas in neither rational 
nor in conformity to the Sacred texts (upapatti Sastra-viruddham). 
According to the Scriptural and Smrti texts, the five elements 
are the evolutes of prakrti. The first four elements, according 
to the Vaisesikas are the aggregates of paramanus which are 
conceived by the Vaisesikas. Akasa, the fifth element is regarded 
as nitya and also vibhu. Manas is also the combination of the 
paramanus, which are regarded as nitya. Even this view is 
opposed to the Scriptural texts. The inferential arguments 
adopted to prove these theories also suffer from logical fallacy. 
With regard to the physical elements, the Vaisesikas maintain 
the view that other than akasa, these elements exist in two 
forms: as avayavaor individual parts consisting of the combination 
of paramanus and also as avayavi or aggregate of the individual 
parts which are also constituted of atoms. The postulation of 
avayavi as distinct from avayava is considered necessary by 
the VaiSesikas because there is difference between cause (karana) 
and effect (karya) on the basis of several factors such as name, 
number, function, shape and difference in respect of 
knowledge.!° This is an unsound theory, contends Vedanta 
De$ika, as it is opposed to our perceptual experience and 
also opposed to the Scriptural texts. What is regarded as karya 
or effect such as a piece of cloth is not different from the 
threads which serve as the cause. The effect is a modified 
state of the cause, like the pot made out of clay. The text of 
Chandogya Upanisad dealing with the causation of the universe 
cites the example of the lump of clay and the products made 
out of it and states: “vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam mrttiketyeva 
satyam," which implies that the effects such as the clay products, 
though they bear different names and forms for purposes of 
empirical transactions, are the same as clay. The illustration 
of the scroll of palm leaf and an earring made out of it by 
just rolling it into shape of an earring makes it clear that the 
cause and effect are the two states (avasthàs) of the same 


12 on o 
substance. : Hence it 1s not correct to hold the theory that 
avayavi is something distinct from avayava. 
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In the same way itis wrong to conceive 
such as east, west, north, south, etc. 
eternal substance. Such a theory c 
means of inference since the syllo 


i that dik or directions 
» 1s one all-pervasive and 
annot be established by 


| gistic argument adopted 
for the purpose is fallacious. The Scriptural texts do not end 


dik as a separate tattva. The ākāśa or the sky itself with the 
help of the upadhis such as the position of the sun can account 
for the different directional relations such as east and west. 


THE NATURE OF JiVATMAN 


Regarding the nature of jivatman which is different from Isvara, 
the Vaisesikas maintain the view that it is jada or non-sentient 
in the sense that it is not self-luminous. This view is opposed 
to the well-established theory that atmanis self-luminous. Similarly 
the theory that jzvatman is vibhu or all-pervasive is also wrong 
since the Scriptural texts and the Vedantasutra affirm that 
Gtma is anu.)> Besides it is opposed to the teaching of the 
Vedanta which speak of utkranti or exit of the jiwa from the 
body and its movement to the higher realms. What is vibhu 
cannot have movement. Since it is possible for the jrvatman to 
experience pleasure and pain in different distant places through 
the body with which it is associated wherever an individual 
goes, it is not necessary to ascribe vibhutva toit. Itisnotnecessary 
for the jiva to be actually present in a distant place oe the 
purpose of enjoying the fortune that may arise there. i rae 
reap the reward wherever it exists through the grace A 
who is the bestower of the fruits of good deeds in accordance 
with the previous punya of an individual. 


THE THEORY OF ISVARA 


This also suffers from some defects. The Vaile eee 
Isvara the possession of the attributes of age i iul 
cikirsa or desire and prayatna or capacity ene ayatna. These 
Some admit only two attributes, VIZ» ges a Hie run 
attributes are ever present In Him (ik the individuals. 
accessory causes for the operation ogie mchecked freedom 
If such a view is accepted, then ye significance. In that 
(suátantrya) that Ivara enjoys Bes T criticism of possessing 
case [vara would also be subject to the 


limited power and capacity (alpasaktah). 
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So far some of the major theories of the Vaisesika have 
been criticized. There are other minor matters such as (1) 
Pakaja-prakriya or that new qualities arise in the physical objects 
due to their association with fire, (2) Dvyanukadi-prakriya, 
that is, the formation of dvyanuka or the combination of two 
single atoms, (3) Dvi-prthaktvadi-prakriya, that is, prthaktva or 
separateness as a different category and itis similar to sankhya 
or number, (4) Vibhagaja-vibhagadi prakriya, that is, separateness 
as a quality caused by two entities. These are all untenable 
as in the case of other theories, when subjected to logical 
analysis. 

Vedanta De$ika thus concludes that the Vaisesika teachings 
on tattvas have become a subject of ridicule by others.!^ The 
author of the Vedantasutra has summed up the criticisms in the 
sūtra: “aparigrahacca atyanta anapeksa.” It is of no value since 
their teachings are notacceptable to the exponents of the orthodox 
schools. 
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Nyaya School 


FTER CRITICALLY EXAMINING the Vaisesika Darśana of Kanada, 

Vedanta De$ika takes up for consideration separately, 
the Nyaya Darśana founded by sage Aksapada also known as 
Gautama. Though both ancient and modern scholars on Indian 
Philosophy treat these two schools as one since most of the 
doctrines developed by them are alike, they are regarded by 
Vedanta Desika as two separate schools founded by two separate 
authors Kanada and Gautama, respectively. Chronologically 
also, Nyaya DarSana is later then Vaisesika DarSana. 

Nyaya, unlike the Vaisesika school, enjoys the distinction 
of being included among the fourteen branches of learning 
called vidyasthanas which serve as supplemental treatises for 
acquiring spiritual knowledge. Thus states the Yajnavalkya- 
smrti; Purana-nyayamimamsa-dharmasastranga-misritah, vedah 
sthanani vidyaya dharmasya caturdasa. Manusmrti also mentions 
itin a more explicit way: Angani vedah catvaro mimamsa nyaya- 
vistarah; puranam dharma $astram ca vidya hyetah caturdasa. 
That is, the four Vedas, its six auxiliaries—Siksa, Vyakarana, 
Chandas, Nirukta, Jyotisa, and Kalpa; Mimamsa, Nyayavistara, 
Purana, and Dharmaáastra constitute the fourteen vidyasthanas 
or the branches of learning which are useful to acquire spiritual 
knowledge. In view of this, the question arises whether it 
would be appropriate to criticize the Nyayasastra. If this is 
refuted then all other branches of learning would also be 
o to similar criticism. ^ 

dm. unlike the exponent of the non-Vedic schools whose 
teachings are unacceptable since they are not bor on T 
pramāņas, Aksapada, a reputed sage compiled the Nyayasutras 
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which are commented by no less a sage then Vatsyayana. It 
would. not therefore be proper to criticize what is taught in 
the Nyayasutras and the learned commentary on it, even though 
what is said by the later commentators such as Udyotakara 
and Vacaspati Misra are overlooked. 

In reply to this objection, Vedanta Desika clarifies at the 
outset that it is not our intention to criticize the Nyaya Darsana 
which is one of the fourteen vidyasthanas. Nor do we question 
the authoritativeness of sage Vatsyayana’s commentary. If there 
are any statements or teachings of Gautama which appear to 
be in conflict with Vedic teachings, these could be explained 
or interpreted wherever possible in such a way as to overcome 
the apparent conflict. For this purpose we would also adopt 
the principles of interpretation laid down in the Virodha-adhikara 
of Pürvamimàrmsa. If there is total opposition, then the teaching 
is to be ignored. In view of these explanations, Vedanta De£ika 
adopts for this chapter dealing with Nyaya school, the title 
“Nyayavistara-virodha-nistaradhikara.” That is, the chapter 
devoted to remove the conflicting views found in the Nyaàya- 
darsana of Gautama. He avoids the word bhanga employed 
in respect of the Vaisesika school to emphasise that Nyaya- 
darsana as such is acceptable to Visistadvaita. 

There are three ways in which the sitras of Aksapada are 
to be treated so as to avoid the opposition of his teachings 
with those of Vedanta. In the first place, an attempt is to be 
made to interpret all the sutras of Aksapada in such as way as 
they would conform to the teachings of Vedanta. If some of 
the sütras cannot be interpreted to fit with the views of Vedanta, 
these are to be ignored. If it becomes necessary to interpret 
some of these sutrasin favour of the theories held by Vaisesikas, 
ae have to be rice nena E MDa, hen 

ae j y as unacceptable as in the 
case of the Vaisesika theories. 

Vedanta Desika Points out that it is not true that Gautama 
follows the teachings of the Vaisesikas in all matters, since 
there is no valid proof in Support of it. Thus for insta » SI £ 
K gisi kasura aE ee veny commencement states m ine 
investigation into the metaphysical] Categories, viz., dravya, 
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guna, karma, samanya, visesa, and Samavayaare useful (conducive) 
to attain the higher spiritual goal.! This teaching is ignored 
by Gautama since knowledge of the metaphysical categories 
is not a direct means to moksa. 

According to Vedanta Deégika the school founded by the 
VaiSesikas is different from the school developed by Gautama. 
The Vaisesika school maintains that Agama or Scripture is 
not a separate framana but it is a part of anumana, whereas 
in the Nyàya school, it is recognized as a separate pramana. 
Similarly for Gautama, vàyu is the object of perception (vayuh 
pratyaksa eva), whereas it is not so for the Vaisesika. When it 
is found that there is difference of opinion in respect of certain 
theory, what is to done is to re-examine the theory in accordance 
with the accepted pramanas and adopt a modified theory. 
This is the reason for advancing two differing views by the 
two commentators such as Nydyabhusanakara and Udayana 
on the same commentary of Gautama. 

In the case of the theories which are developed by some 
of the exponents of Vedanta on the basis of the theories of 
Vai$esikas, these have to be re-examined and accepted by 
eliminating the defects found in them. This is explained on 
the analogy of accepting a piece of impure gold after testing 
its purity by melting itin fire and eliminating the alloy mixed 
in it. The Nyayasastra which is one of the fourteen vidyasthanas 
is therefore to be accepted by adopting one of the following 
methods: If a particular theory of the Nyaya school is found 
defective, it is to be substituted by a modified theory as in 
the example of kuSa, a specific type of grass (used for religious 
observances), if not available, a substitute of it (another brand 
of grass) is to be accepted (kusa-kasavalambana). 

If any of the theories of Gautama are found totally opposed 
to that of Vedanta, these have to be rejected. Alternatively it 
would be better to rewrite the Nyayasastra to conform to the 
Vedantasastra, as is done by Nathamuni who is the forerunner 
of Visistadvaita, by writing a separate treatise under the title 
a h is not extant). A similar attempt is made 


who has contributed an independent treatise 
are modified. 


Nyayatattva (whic 
by Vedanta Desika i | 
named Nyayapanisuddhi in which the Nyaya theories 


110 Indian Philosophical Systems 


Thus the Nyayasastra is to be accepted since it is one of the 
fourteen vidyasthanas. In the opinion of Vedanta De$ika this 
is a better course of action than following the theories of 
Buddhism and Jainism which are totally unsound. 

There are however a few doctrines which are not acceptable 
to the Vedanta. These are: (1) The paramanus are the source 
of the universe. (2) Jsvara is only the instrumental cause. (3) 
Vedas are taught by /svara which means they are not apauruseya. 
(4) Moksa is the state of existence of jiva totally devoid of 
experience of sukha or duhkha similar to a piece of stone 
(pasana-kalpa). All these are totally opposed to Vedanta. Vedanta 
De$ika points out that even in respect of these doctrines, the 
followers of Aksapada themselves have attempted t6 present 
modified views to conform to the Vedanta doctrines. In the 
same way it would be appropriate to accept the Nyaya Darsana 
after modifying its theories, wherever necessary, to conform 
to the Vedanta doctrines. The Nyayaparisuddhi written by Vedànta 
Desika contains the details of how this is accomplished. 
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Ad, A mya vaidharmyabhyam 
tattvajnana nissreyasam. 
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Niri$varamimàmsaà School 


E THE PARAMATA-BHANGA, this school comes up for consideration 
soon after the review to the Nyaya Daréana. The reason 
for this is that Mimarnsà school also, like Nyaya is included 
among the fourteen vidyásthanas or the branches of learning 
useful for the acquisition of spiritual knowledge. The 
MimamsdasSastra is primarily concerned with the interpretation 
of the Vedas by making use of the logical principles developed 
by Nyàya Daráana. According to tradition it constitutes one 
single Sastra since the scope of its study covers the entire Vedas. 
It comprises three parts. The first part is named as Karmakanda 
consisting of twelve adhyayas which deal with the nature and 
manner of performing the various rituals. This is generally 
acknowledged as Pürvamimarsa on which Jaimini has formulated 
the sutras. The second part is known as Devatakanda consisting 
of four adhydyas which deals with the nature and status of 
celestial deities referred to in the Vedas. It is also called 
Sankarsanakanda named after its author, Sankarsana. The 
work is not extant but however there are references made to ` 
it in other works. The third part of the Mzmarsasastra is the 
Brahmasütra of Badarayana consisting of four adhyayas. The 
three parts constitute one single treatise, as is evident from 
the authoritative statement of an ancient commentator on 
the Vedāntasūtra, Bodhayana, also known as Vrttikara. Vedanta 
DeSika has established this fact with sufficient arguments in 
the Satadüsani and Adhikaranasaravali.? LE 

Though Mimarhsa is one $astra comprising three parts, 
the Advaita Vedanta of Sankara has accorded greater importance 
to the part dealing with Brahman on the basis of the premise 
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that there is opposition between Karmakanda dealing with 
rituals, and Brahmakanda dealing with the knowledge of 
Brahman. The performance of rituals, the propitiation of 
deities, the grant of boons by them, etc., are therefore considered 
as imaginary caused by illusion (bhranti-parikalpita). This view 
adopted by Sankara isconsidered as a wrong theory regarding 
Mimamsasastra and it is therefore refuted in the chapter dealing 
with Advaita.? On the contrary, another extreme theory is 
developed by the Purvamimamsa of Jaimini according to which 
Karmakanda or the ritualistic part of the Vedas is of greater 
importance than the Brahmakanda dealing with the study of 
Brahman covered in the Upanisads. Itis this part of the Mimamsa- 
sastra, popularly known as Purvamimamsa as interpreted by 
the commentators, in particular by Kumarila Bhatta, that comes 
up for critical examination. As will be pointed out later the 
Purvamimamsa represented by Kumarila which does not accept 
I$vara, is regarded as Niri$varamimarhsa. Hence this chapter 
in Paramata-bhanga is designated as Niriévaramimàmsaka- 
nirakarana. 

In his critical review of the Mimamsa of Jaimini, Vedanta 
De$ika, as in the case of the Nyaya school, does not criticize 
openly any of their theories. On the other hand, he adopts a 
compromising attitude and attempts to reconcile the conflicting 
theories of Purvamimarsa with those of Vedanta. Presumably 
this kind of treatment is adopted for two reasons. First, the 
Purvamimamsa of Jaimini is an integral part of Mimamsasastra 
as a single treatise dealing with the interpretation of the entire 
Vedas—both the ritualistic part and the Vedanta part. Secondly, 
it is acknowledged as one of the fourteen vidyasthanas. 

As well established both by Ramanuja and Vedanta Deéika, 
mamasa (Vedanta) Tn fact Pur es and the Uttar 
the principles of interpretation laid FED ap uculir 
useful for the study of Vedanta. As Vedā ERE wae, 

: anta Desika points 


out, there is also no difference of Opinion between Jaimini 


and Badarayana. There are several Vedantasütraswhich Jaimini 
in by name, is quoted as the supporter of the view, of Bah. & 


In fact, according to the Mahabha rM Fach 
em g arata, Jaimini is a disciple of 
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, Against this background, Vedanta Deéika selects a few 
important theories advanced by Jaimini as developed by the 
commentators and re-examines them dispassionately with a 
view to comprising Pirvamimamsa with Vedanta. He first 
takes up the theory of Jsvara or the Supreme Being which is 
the central doctrine of the Vedanta. Though Jaimini himself 
does not discuss the theory of Jsvara in the Mimamsasitras, 
his commentators raise the question whether or not Igvara is 
to be admitted, other than the karma or ritualistic sacrifices 
which are capable of giving the desired fruits. The following 
statement which refers to the question of Isvara, is quoted by 
Vedanta De$ika: Anumanam nirastam, nesvarah.° If it means 
that the inferential argument (anumàna) adopted by the Naiyayika 
is rejected and not Jsvara as established by the Scriptural 
texts, then this view of the Mimarnsaka is acceptable, since it 
does not stand opposed to the Vedanta theory. If, on the 
contrary, the statement is devoted to deny the very existence 
of Isvara and also the celestial deities as well as their functions 
as recipients of havis (what is offered in the homa), then it 
could be interpreted to imply the importance of karma as the 
cause of the benefits to be derived. Such a view can be tolerated 
since it does not deny Ivara. If, on the other hand, the denial 
of existence of Jévara is their conlusive theory (siddhanta), 
then the Mimarnsakas have to be treated on par with Carvakas 
who also do not admit Isvara. 

Though Jaimini himself does not openly deny the existence 
of Ivara in his sutras, a few adhikaranas or topical sections of 
the Mimamsasitras such as Sabdadhikarana, Arthavadadhikarana, 
Devatadhikarana, and Apurvadhikarana contain statements 
made by the commentators to interpret the sutras, which do 
not conform to the views of the Vedantin. Thus, for instance, 
in the Sabdadhikarana dealing with the question of nityatva 
or eternal character of the Vedas, the commentators adopt 
the argument that Vedas are nitya because the varnas or letter s 
are also eternal. But this is not acceptable to the Vedantin. 
Similarly, in the Arthavadadhikarana dealing with the glorificatory 
Vedic statements, it is argued that only Vedic statements E 
enjoin the performance ofa yaga or some edet dts 
deeds are purportful, whereas the statements whic 
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an existent as in the case of the Upanisadic texts which speak 
of Brahman, an existent, are not purportful. According to 
the Mimamsakas these texts have to be taken as glorificatory 
statements (arthavada) relating to what is enjoined. Vedanta 
De$ika points out that these views, even though appear to be 
in conflict with the Vedanta theories, can be interpreted in 
such a way so as to overcome the apparent conflict. 

In the opinion of Vedanta Desika, Jaimini himself would 
not have intended to express views as opposed to Vedanta. 
As pointed out earlier, Jaimini is referred to by Badarayana 
in several sütras of Vedanta as supporting what is taught by 
him. This demonstrates that Jaimini admits Brahman as the 
Supreme Reality (brahma-visaya-abhyupagama). If on certain 
minor matters there are some differences of opinion, it can 
be ignored since the two treatises Purva- and Uttara-mimamsa 
constitute one single $astra (sastraikatva), as stated by sage 
Bodhayana. 

The Vedic statements are of three kinds—vidhi or injunctions, 
mantra or hymns and arthavadas or glorificatory statements. 
With regard to mantras and arthavadas, if there are conflicting 
views, these could be ignored and accepted as valid on the 
basis of the Vedic statements being self-valid (svatah pramanya), 
so far as they are not opposed to our experience. 

However, in the Apürvadhikarana, the Mimamsakas mention 
the concept of apurva or potency as generated bythe performance 
of rituals which is supposed to confer the desired fruits at 
the appropriate time instead of admitting that the ritualistic 
deeds themselves have the power to confer the benefits. The 
postulation of apiirvais unwarranted since it Violates the Scriptural 
texts (sruta hana) or imagining a media which is not warranted 
by Sruti (asruta-kalpana). 

There are a few other wrong theories 
by the Mimarhsakas following the Jainas 
as bheda and abheda, avayavaand avayauvi, th 
and the doctrine of paramanus as the c 
These are open to criticisms asin the case 
doctrines which are already refuted in 
with Jainism, Vaisesika, and Bhedabhe 


which are adopted 
and Vai$esikas such 
€ relation of samavaya 
ause of the universe. 
ofJaina and Vaisesika 
the chapters dealing 
davada. 
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To avoid criticisms against these theories, the best course 
to be adopted is to admit the classification of the metaphysical 
categories as dravyaand adravya as formulated by Visistadvaita. 
They should also accept the ontological theory of Visistadvaita 
viz., that performance of karma or the prescribed ritual is 
for the pleasure of the Supreme Being who is the Antaryamin 
of all beings as taught in the Vedanta. If instead of it, they 
foolishly stick to the conflicting views of the commentators 
such as Sabara, Prabhakara, and Kumarila, they would land 
themselves in a blind alley. The ways and means of reinterpreting 
the views of the commentators on Jaimini sutras to overcome 
the conflicts with Vedànta have been fully explained in the 
treatise titled Sesvaramimamsa contributed by Vedanta De$ika. 
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10 
Sankhya School 


HOUGH AMONG the Vedic orthodox schools Sankhya is 
v DERE the earliest, it is taken up for critical 
examination by Vedanta De$ika soon after Niriévaramimàrsà. 
The reason for this is that one school of Purvamimamsa 
expounded by Prabhakara who accepts the authority of the 
Vedas and claims to interpret the Vedic texts, denies the 
importance of Jvara, who is the very essence of all Vedas 
and also the Lord of the devatds or the celestial deities. In 
the same way, the founders of Sankhya school accept the authority 
of the Vedas but deny altogether, the existence of Isvara, 
who is the central doctrine of the Vedas, and admit only two 
ontological principles, viz., prakrti and purusa. This school 
which is designated as Nirisvara-Sankhya is considered as worse 
than Nirisvaramimamsa and therfore it is refuted. 


The central doctrine of Sankhya is summed up in the following 
verse of the Sankhyakarika: 


mula prakrtir-avikrtih mahadadyah prakrti-vikrtih sapta; sodasakasca; vikarah 


na prakrtih na vikrtih purusah. 
The primordial cosmic matter is uncau 
vikrtis or the evolutes such as mahat 
sixteen other evolutes; purusa or the 
other principle nor does it serve as th 


sed and from it evolve seven 
which serve as the causes of 
self is neither caused by any 
€ cause of anything else. 

The evolutes of prakrti referred to here are mahat buddhi, 
ahankara, the eleven indriyas including manas and five t at 
(subtle elements) as well as the five gross eleme ae. 
bhiutas), thus making a total of twenty: aed 


four Principles. Purusa 
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which is distinct from frakriiis the twenty-fifth principle. According 
to the Sankhya, proper knowledge of the prakrti and its evolutes 
in their manifest and unmanifest forms serve as the means to 
the realization of the Self which is known as kaivalya, the 
Supreme Goal ( atma-kaivalya-sádhana). 

Coming to the details of the theory of prakrti, the Sankhyas 
maintain that prakrti is constituted of three substances or 
components (dravyas) named sattva, rajas, and tamas, which 
are eternal and vibhu in character. Sattva stands for whatever 
is fine and light (laghava and prakasa) and it causes happiness 
(sukha). Rajas represents whatever is active and is the cause 
of suffering (duhkha). Tamas is what is heavy (gurutva) and 
is responsible for ignorance (moha). These are also called 
gunas not in the sense of qualities but as components which 
forge a chain (like a rope) for binding the sel£? When these 
gunas remain in the state of equilibrium (samyavastha), it is 
known as prakrti. When the equilibrium is disturbed prakrti 
undergoes evolution. 

The admission of three gunas as substances (dravyas) is 
defective, contends Vedanta DeSika. First, this view stands 
opposed to the teaching of the Gita, which clearly states that 
these are gunas or qualities.? Prakrti is generally regarded as 
one substance characterized by three qualities. But if it is 
conceived as a tativa containing three components, it becomes 
four. Besides, if these gunas are vibhuor omnipresent (sarvagata) 
at all times, there cannot be any state of equilibrium (samyavastha) 
and also the state of disturbance (vaisamyavastha). In the 
absence of these two states, creation and dissolution of the 
universe cannot take place. 


THE THEORY OF CAUSE AND EFFECT 


After criticizing the basic theory of Sankhya that ibrar is 
constituted of three substances, Vedanta Desika refutes oe 
Sankhya theory of cause and effect. According to the Ue 
the effect ( karya) is already existent in the s MS vx 
form. What is potentially existent is made manifes D 
by the causal operation. The main reason for Tem ET s 
this view is what does not exist (asat) cannot be pe e e 
in the example of the oil which cannot be produce 
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the sand but only from oil seeds in which it is present. The 
effect is therefore pre-existent in the cause. Hence this theory 
of causality is called Satkaryavada, as against the Asatkarya- 
vada held by the Naiyayikas, for whom effect is a new product 
different from the cause. 

This theory is subjected to criticism. Though Vi$sistadvaita 
also subscribes to the theory of Satkaryavada in a modified 
form. Vedanta Desika does not agree with the Sankhya 
explanation which is defective. It is not necessary that the 
effect should be pre-existent in the cause. The effect is a modified 
state of the causal substance, as in the case of the pot produced 
from the clay. The appropriate causal factors bring into existence 
the particular effect even without the effect being present in 
the cause in a latent form. This is evident to our perceptual 
experience. What is unmanifest becomes manifest. Other than 
this explanation, it is wrong to assume that the effect actually 
exists in the cause in an unmanifest form, as in the solitary 
instance of the presence of oil in oil seeds. The evolutes mahat, 
buddhi, ahankara, etc., do not actually exist in prakrti in. an 
unmanifest form as in the case of the turtle whose legs, head 
etc., when withdrawn by it, exist inside its body covered with 
the shell. This view is opposed to the teachings of the Upanisads. 
The Upanisads explain the creation of the element of water 
from the fire as a modification of the element of fire itself 
into water (agni avasthe ca salile). When the causal state 
undergoes modification it assumes the state of karya or effect. 
In connection with the causation of the universe by Brahman, 
the Upanisad cites the illustration of the seed and the huge 
erect ira poten oe ER that the magrodhe 

n the seed but on the other 


hand, it conveys that the seed contains in it a subtle substance 
which can grow as a tree. 


If Satkaryavada as conceived b 
it would involve some difficulty, 
the effect is latent in the causal S 


y the Sankhyas is accepted, 
According to the Sankhyas 
ubstance and what is latent 
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at a particular point of time. If it is argued that abhivyakti 
takes place only at a particular time by the causal agents, 
then it would need another operating agent to make it manifest 
at that particular time and in that way it would lead to an 
infinite regress. To avoid this difficulty it may be argued that 
what is latent is not made manifest for which an operating 
agent is needed, but it is produced (utpatti). Even then the 
problem is not overcome because wtpatti to take place would 
need another utpatti and in that way it would lead to an infinite 
regress. The only solution to overcome these difficulties is to 
admit as Visistadvaitins do, that the modification that takes 
place in respect of the causal substance is the production 
(utpatti) or abhivyakti of the effect. In other words, the effect 
is a passing state of the causal substance (agantuka-dharma). 
The basic substance (the lump of clay) continues to be the 
same even if it assumes the form of two halves. The pot when 
broken assumed the form of potsherd. Thus the effect is a 
modified state of the cause. The cause and effect are two 
different states of the same substance. It is not necessary as 
Sankhyas postulate, that effect is pre-existent in the cause in 
a potential form. 

If the theory of cause and effect is rejected by adopting 
the dialectial arguments as is done by the Carvakas and 
Madhyamikas, then it would stand opposed to the accepted 
pramanas and involve contradiction of one's own teachings 
(sarva-pramana-virodha svavacana-virodha) . 


THE THEORY OF PARINAMA OF PRAKRTI 


After criticizing the theory of cause and effect as conceived 
by the Sankhyas, Vedanta Desika examines whether prakrti, a 
non-sentient can undergo modification (parinama) without 
the aid or direction ofa sentient being (cetana). The Sankhyas 
who adopt the Parinamavada, admit this See 2 
support of it cite several instances such as the milk c : ne 
itself into curd, water particles becoming hailstones, e a A 
only a non-sentient can undergo modification ue. pa y 
butit can also transform itselfinto variety of different ps - e 
(visadráa parināma) and also modifications of m a us 
(sadráa parindma). The water poured out of the clou 
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different forms such as sweetness, saltishness, sourness, bitterness, 
etc. when absorbed by coconuts, lemons and other kinds of 
fruits respectively. Again prakrti, during each evolution in 
different epochs, evolves itself into the same kind of evolutes 
(sadrsa-parinama). 

Vedanta Desika refutes these arguments. In all cases cited 
by the Sankhyas, there is the role of Paramatman who has 
endowed to all the entities, both sentient and non-sentient, 
satta or existance, sthiti or continuance and pravritt or the 
capacity to function, as is evident from the Upanisadic teachings.* 

It cannot be said that the mere presence of the sentient 
being—the self, which is devoid of the sankalpa or the will to 
control the event, can cause the evolution as in the example 
of the conversion of the grass consumed by the cow into milk. 
On the same analogy the presence of the purusa by the side 
of prakrti without the operation of its will, can make the prakrti 
evolve itself into the manifold universe. The grass consumed 
by the bullock, in which also the intelligent jzva is present, is 
not converted into milk. If be said that special formation or 
structure of the physical body of the cow is responsible for 
the conversion of the grass into milk, then it would amount 
to the admission of the Carvaka theory that the special 
combination of the components of the body itself causes the 
emergence of caitanya. 

The Sankhyas attempt to defend 


the theory of evolution of 
prakrti on the analogy of the moy 


or presence of the intelligent ? 


: £ urusa, the prakrti though it is 
non-sentient, can evolve itself j 


nto the universe, 
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cause evolution, then the two being vibhu or all-pervasive, 
are associated together all the time (sannidhi-nitya). 

The purpose of the evolution of the prakrti, according to 
the Sankhyas is to cause bondage and liberation for purusa.5 
But his view stands contradicted by their own admission of 
purusa as nitya-mukta or ever liberated and nitya-nirlepa or 
untouched by any afflictions at all times. 

The Sànkhyas admit prakrtias a tattua on the basis of inference 
(anumana). What is proved only by means of inference without 
the support of the Scriptural authority can be open to criticisms. 
To meet these objections, if they seek the support of the Scriptural 
texts, they could as well admit Jsvara which is well established 
in the Upanisads. If [gvara is rejected because the concept of 
Isvara also suffers from defects then they could as well reject 
the theory of prakrti as Vaisesikas have done, by adopting 
wrong logical arguments. 


THE EVOLUTES OF PRAKRTI 


Vedanta DeSika criticizes the theory of evolutes and in particular 
the mahat-tattva as conceived by the Sankhyas. The mahat- 
tattva which is the first evolute of prakrti and which is also 
named as buddhi-tattva® comprises three functions. These are: 
(1) purusoparaga, (2) visayoparaga, and (3) vyaparavesa. It 
becomes purusoparaga when mahat, which represents buddhi 
or intellect, falsely imagines itself as the purusa or the self 
which is reflected in it like the reflection of the face in the 
mirror. When the mahat (buddhi) flows out through the sense 
organs and assumes the form of the external objects it is 
regarded as visayoparaga. When the buddhi wills to do an act 
after it becomes the ego or the empirical self and also gets 
into contact with the objects, it is regarded as vyāpārāveśa. 
Thus the mahat-tattva has three functions and in view of this, 
it i hreefold in nature. 
"According to the Sanikhyas, the mahattataisalso the repository 
of eight predispositions (bhavas) or eat ew) 
These are: (1) dharma or merit, (2) jnana or know: a ud 
vairdgyaor non-attachment, (4) aisvarya or ERES CN P i ; 
(5) adharma or demerit, (6) ajiána or ignorance, ( Es E 
or attachment, and (8) anaisvarya or impotence. 
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four are the qualities of the sattvika-mahat and the other four 
belong to the tdémasa-mahat.’ Adhyavasaya or the capacity to 
take a decision is the characteristic feature of sattvika-mahat. 
Hence it is also designated as buddhi or intellect. The five 
cognitive sense organs (jianendriyas) serve as aids to the sattvika- 
mahat to perceive directly the five sense data such as Sabda, 
sparsa, rupa, rasa, and gandha. Manas or mind subserves the 
buddhi in recollecting the objects and events experienced in 
the past (smrti) and performing other mental functions such 
as cinta or repeated reflection, tarka or reasoning and samsSaya 
or entertaining doubts. 

Ahankara or ego which is another function of buddhi, which 
stands as the empirical self since Sankhyas do not admit a 
separate jiva in each person other than the transcendental 
purusa, serves the purpose of causing attachment (abhimdana) 
to the body. It also causes notions of spatial differences as 
near and farther, forward and backward, etc., and also the 
notions of time such as present, past and future in respect of 
an individual. 

All these theories advanced by the Sankhyas are untenable, 
contends Vedanta Desika for the following reasons. Buddhi is 
a non-sentient entity being an evolute of non-sentient prakrti 
and hence it cannot be either the bodhā or the subject of 
knowledge or the bhoktà or the subject of experience. If these 
two functions are attributed to non-sentient buddhi, then there 
would be no need to admit separately the jzvatmans. Besides, 
it would go against their own these Viz., that antahkarana or 
the internal sense organ (mind) is of three 
trividham). These are buddhi, ahankara a: 
included among the threefold functions 
mental functions such as abhimana o 
of attachment, alocana, or the thinkin 


therefore be attributed to the non i 
à X sentient buddhi 
the functions of jñāna which is th i publlhescore 


kinds (antahkaranam 
nd manas. Buddhi is 
of antahkarana. The 
r developing the sense 
§ processes, etc., cannot 


an 


me 
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This theory of Sankhyas is also untenable as it is opposed 
to the valid pramanas. It is also logically unsound. The Vedanta- 
sutra states that vdywis not prana (na vayukriye prthag-upadesat). 

It is maintained by the Sankhyas that the tàmasa-mahàn is 
re-garded as kala or time. The moments, hours, days, etc., are 
its modifications. Time is measured in terms of moments, 
days, etc., on the basis of the movements of the sun (surya-gati). 

This theory is also defective because it is stated in the Smrti 
texts that kala is anádi or beginningless and ananta or infinite. 
If this theory advanced by Sankhyas is accepted, then it would 
follow that prior to mahat-tattva, time did not exist and consequently 
there would be no dissolution and creation of the universe. 


THE THEORY OF ATMAN 


According to the Sankhyas, the antahkarana or internal sense 
organ is itself the subject of knowledge (jñāta) and not the self 
(purusa) which is devoid of all functions (nirvikara). The reason 
for this is that if jñātrtva is attributed to purusa or the self, it 
would be subject to modification, whereas atman is nirvikara or 
devoid of modifications. This theory is directly opposed to the 
Upanisadic texts according to which purusa or jrvatman is boddha 
or knower.!? The expressions found in the Upanisads such as 
vijfiana-ahana-eva meaning that atmanis constituted of knowledge 
only, nirguna or devoid of attributes, miskriya or devoid of all 
functions, nirvikara or devoid of modifications, etc., bear different 
import as explained in the chapter or Advaita Vedanta. 
Further the notion of “I” denoted by the term aham which 
is the true self according to Visistadvaita, is not identical with 
the ahankdra tattva which is an evolute of prakrti. That ahamartha 
or the notion of “I” is the true self is well established with 
adequate arguments by Ramanuja in the Sribhasya and also 
in other works of Vedanta Desika. For those who deny kartrtva 
and bhoktrtva for the self on the ground that it is kufastha or 
unchangeable, the Vedic injunctions in the form = pM 
the deeds enjoyed by the Sacred texts and re E ce 
those acts which are prohibited, would be rendered meaningless 
i sa or the individual self. 
pag eer ele [s itj! which deny kartrtva to 
The verses of the Bhagavadgré krti bear a different 
the Gtman and ascribe it to the gunas of pra e b dicus 
i lained in the Ramanujabhasya o. : 
purport as is exp 
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The very Gitàin a different adhyaya admits kartrtva for jevatman.}2 
The Vedantasutra also explicitly states that jiva is kartā.!3 
Vedanta De$ika further points out that prakrti can never 
become kartā in any sense. If it is argued that prakrti in the 
form of the physical body which is common to all persons 
performs all deeds, then it would amount to the admission 
of experiencing the fruits of the deeds by all individuals. In 
that case there would be no distinction between bondage 
and liberation. It cannot be said that the individual bodies 
are the determinant of experience of pleasure or pain by 
each individual separately, because the mere bodies cannot 
serve as the determinant for the experience of the fruits. 
The argument that karma or the results of the past deeds is 
the determinant, would not hold good because the karma 
associated with prakrti in the form of the body is also common 
to all. According to the Sankhyas, the atman of an individual 
is sarvagata or omnipresent and as the body of each individual 
is associated with atman, which is the common feature for all 
persons, the body alone cannot be the determinant for 
experiencing the fruits of the deeds by individuals separately. 
On the other hand if it is argued that the antahkarana of 
each individual which is distinctand which when falsely identified 
with the àtman, experiences bhoga separately, even then the 
position does not change because prakrti which is common 
to all is subject to delusion. Consequently, 
of all individuals would become subject to delusion of identity 
with the self. There is no basis to determine that a particular 
purusain conjunction with a particular individual antahkarana 
becomes deluded. Further purusawho is not admitted as jnata, 
karta and bhokta cannot even have any delusion. If such a 
pure transcendental purusais admitted as the subject of delusion 
then it would to an apasiddhanta or wrong theory. 
The theory that atmais vibhu or all-pervasive isalso one 
e : , nable. 
The individual experiences pleasure or pain along with th 
body. When it is possible for an individual to ex C e 
bhoga even at a distant place through the body vx QM 
is always associated, it is not necessary to postulate s d 
purpose that jmatman should be vibhu. E D when jivatman 


ve 
uted of the three 


the antahkaranas 


is devoid of a gross physical body constit 
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gunas it is possible to have movement on account of the will 
of Paramatman in accordance with the karma of the individual 
as in the case of the utkranti or exit of the Jiva from the body 
after death and its movement to higher realms, as stated in 
the Upanisads. It is therefore not necessary to admit vibhutva 
for jtvatman. 

While concluding the critical review of the Sankhya school, 
Vedanta Desika points out that the theories developed by the 
Sankhyas are mutually oppose. The Sankhyas admit that prakyti 
is an aggregates of three gunas (sanghata) and its orderly evolution 
is for the benefit of the purusa.!4 This implies that purusa, 
for whom prakrti exists, is the kartā or the subject of knowing 
and bhoktà or the subject of experience, that is, the enjoyer 
of the activities caused by prakrti in the form of pleasure and 
pain.!? In the same breath they also deny kartrtva and bhoktrtva 
for purusa by affirming that purusa is niskriya and nirlepa. 

In another verse of the karika, it is stated that prakrti functions 
for causing bondage and liberation for the purusa (purusasya 
darsanartham).!® In a more explicit way it is pointed out that 
just as the milk of the cow is intended for the growth of the 
calf, in the same way prakrti functions for the purpose of 
causing liberation from bondage for the purusa.” In one 
another verse of the kārikā, it denies bandha and moksa for 
purusa (tasmat na badhyate) .! Thus all such statements which 
are of conflicting nature confirm the criticism made by the 
author of the Vedàntasutra in the words: vipratisedacca 
asamaiijasam.}9 It means that Sankhya philosophy is most unsound 
as their teachings are of conflicting nature. i; GEN 

If it is the accepted theory of the Sankhya that atma is not 
either kartā or bhoktà, there would be no need to admit purusa 
as a distinct ontological principle other than prakrti. If this 
position is accepted, it would amount to the theory ie eae 
that body itself is the self. It purusa is not boddha or sar US. 
of knowledge and prakrti is devoid of nee E ae x dude 
Scope for a pramata or knower and in the MEL LU oe 
are no valid pramanas to establish a sound p ilosop ry. 

: : ay lose to Madhyamika for whom 
This would bring Sankhyas clc PE exo dicto 
there are no valid pramanas either to prove : di 


or disprove the theory of a rival school. 
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Yoga School 


si nes SCHOOL comes up for consideration soon after the 

examination of the Sankhya school. Though it is allied 
to Sankhya Dargana insofor as the philosophical theories of 
the two schools are similar, yet it is regarded as a separate 
Daréana founded by Hiranyagarbha, the Vedic deity entrusted 
with the task of the creation of the universe. The major difference 
between the two schools arises on the philosophical side by 
the admission of [svaraas the third ontological principle besides 
prakrti and purusa accepted by the Sankhya. On the practical 
side, it has developed a comprehensive yogic sadhana to be 
adopted for the realization of the self, which is the spiritual 
goal to be attained. Hence Yoga school is designated as Sesvara- 
Sànkhya to distinguish it from Sankhya school which is 
characterized as Nirisvara-Sankhya. 

The title adopted for this chapter in the Paramata-bhanga 
is Yogasiddhanta-bhangadhikara. At the very outset Vedanta 
Desika raises the question whether it is necessary to criticize 
Yogasiddhanta since the important philosophical theories of 
Yoga, which are somewhat similar to those of Sankhya, have 
already been refuted. More importantly the Yoga Darsana 
has the distinction of being founded by Hiranyagarbha, who 
is not only a reputed sage like Kapila, the founder of a 
Sankhya, but also the Vedic deity brought into AE ra 
the Supreme Being and also entrusted with the task on t : 
creation of the universe. Besides he was the direct discip a: o. 
the Supreme Being, who taught him the Vedas pulum Th 
creation! and he was also the guru of Rudra and other celes 


deities. 
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Further, the Yogasastra promulgated by such a highly respected 
person, has admitted the three tattvas, viz., prakrti, purusa, 
and JSvara as taught in the Upanisads and also accepted their 
difference and reality (satyatva). The Yogasutras formulated 
by the sage Patanjali also mention /Svara, who is described 
as the Being free from all afflictions and karma.? It is also 
stated that pranava or the syllable Aum denotes Him.? The 
commentary on the Yogasutras contributed by sage Vyasa states 
that the purusa referred to in the sutra is the Jsvara who is 
the Ruler of the entire universe. The Mahabharata mentions 
that Hiranyagarbha is the promulgator of Yogasastra 
(hiranyagarbho yogasya vakta). In view of all these facts the 
entire YogaSastra is to be accepted as authoritative. — 

Vedanta Desika acknowledges all these facts. Nevertheless 
he considers it necessary to critically examine the Yoga Dargana 
to determine what teachings or theories of it are in conformity 
with the Vedanta and what are at variance with Vedanta. According 
to the statement of the Mahabharata, there were several adherents 
of the Sankhya and Yoga schools who conducted discussions 
about Sankhya and Yoga.* Naturally it appears that there 
were differences of opinion among them and consequently 
different theories were developed later which might have deviated 
from the original teachings of Kapila and Hiranyagarbha. 
Hence Vedanta Desika justifies his attempt to critically examine 
the Yoga school as it was known at that time. Thus he states 
at the beginning of the review that he attempts to determine 
what is opposed to Vedanta and what is not opposed to it in 
the Yogasastra. With these general remarks he proceeds to 
examine the main theories of Yoga. Even though Hiranyagarbha 
was a Vedic deity, he too could be subjected to delusion, 


being an exalted individual self (jtvatmà) like other individual 
selves. 


The following are the important the 


s ^ : ories which are i 
with Vedanta. First, according to the RC" 


Vedantasütra, as interpreted 


(jwvas) and acit (cosmic matter) is the material cause (pada 
karana) of the universe. As against this MISUNT ay, upa e 
maintains the theory that Isvara admitted 5 5 oga schoo 


ENS 5 A th i 
nimitta-karana or instrumental Cause of de ae 1S RA e 
lverse. is 


Yoga School 129 


Isvara, like the purusa of Sankhya, is devoid of kriya or function 
and Sakti or power to create the universe but by his mere 
presence by the side of the prakrti (sannidhi-matra), He makes 
the prakrti evolve itself into the universe. Secondly the glory 
of Isvara (aisvarya) consists in His reflection in prakrti (upadhi- 
visesa-prayukta) , similar to the reflection of the face in the 
mirror placed in front of it. 

Thirdly in the matter of the order of evolution of the tattvas 
from prakrti, the Yoga school differs from Vedanta. According 
to Yoga, from mahat-tattva evolve the six evolutes, viz., ahankàra 
and the five tanmatras and from ahankara comes eleven indriyas 
and from tanmatras arise the five elements. According to the 
Vedanta the eleven indriyas arise from sattvika-ahanküra and 
the tanmdtras evolve from tàmasa-ahankára. With regard to 
the Yogic sadhana which is laid down for attaining moksa, it is 
not regarded as a form of worship of the Paramatman 
(paramapurusa-Gradhana) who is to be attained as the goal, 
but on the contrary it is aimed for the purpose of realization 
of jtuátman. Kaivalya or the existence of jivatman in its true 
form, free from the association with citta or the mind and its 
functions is moksa and not the attainment of Paramatman which 
is the goal for Vedanta. 

All these theories are opposed to the Vedanta doctrines 
and hence they are refuted. Keeping this in mind, the author 
of the Vedàntasütra says: etena yoga pratyuktah.° It means that 
the Yoga school also stands refuted by the criticisms offered 
against the theories of Sankhya. The implication of this sūtra, 
as interpreted by Ramanuja, is that the philosophical theories 
of Yoga, which are similar to those of Sankhya, stand refuted 
as they are opposed to Vedanta. But what is not opposed to 
Vedanta such as the prescription of the Yogic sadhana for 
attaining samadhi are acceptable to Visistadvaita as this is 
useful for the purpose of Bhaktiyoga as sadhana. 3 

While summing up the review, Vedanta Desika points out 
that the original founders of these schools, sage Kapila and 
were not opposed to the Vedanta doctrines. 
ents of the schools who created the 
t of the doctrines developed 
tement of the Mahabharata, 


Hiranyagarbha, 
It is only the later adher 
conflict with Vedanta in respec 
by them. This fact is implied in the sta 
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which reads: Bahavah purusa rajan sankhya-yoga vicarinah; naite 
icchanti purusam ekam kurukulodvana. It means that there were 
several adherents of Sankhya and Yoga schools who expounded 
their own theories and they did not like to admit the existence 
of one Supreme Being (Paramapurusam ekam). From this point 
of view the Mahabharata also extols both Sankhya and Yoga.6 
The implication of these statements, as explained by Vedanta 
Desika, is that the original founders of these schools were 
not against Vedanta and hence they are not to be condemned. 
Only the later followers of these schools who further developed 
the Dar$ana by modifying the doctrines, created a conflict 
with Vedanta teachings. Hence whatever is opposed to the 
Vedanta is to be rejected and whatever conforms to Vedanta 
theories is to be accepted. 
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Pasupata School 


L THE PARAMATA-BHANGA this school comes up for critical 
examination soon after Yoga-siddhanta, for the reason that 
it also admits Jsvaraas the nimitta-karana or the efficient cause 
of the universe. Badarayana also considers this school along 
with Sankhya, Yoga, and Nyaya-Vaisesika since the theory of 
Isvara as only the nimitta-karana of the universe is opposed 
to the Vedanta theory of Brahman as the upaddna-karana. 
Besides, many of their religious practices are opposed to Vedic 
tradition. 

There are several schools of ancient Saivism known under 
different names based on different Saiva Tantras. They are: 
(1) Saiva, (2) Pasupata, (3) Saumya, (4) Laguda, (5) Pratyabhijna 
DarSana, and (6) Rasesvara Darsana. Among these, Pasupata 
is regarded as the oldest school which existed even at the 
time of Badarayana. All of them are developed primarily on 
the basis of Saiva Agamas and they all admit Siva as the Supreme 
Deity as against Brahman or Visnu accepted as the Ultimate 
Reality in the Upanisads and Vedantasutra. 

The Sarvadarsana-sangraha of Madhavacarya, a work of the 
fourteenth century, includes Pratyabhijfia Darsana and Rasesvara 
Daréana besides Nakuliga Pagupata Darśana. Following the 
teachings of Badarayana in the Vedantasutra, and the commentary 
on it Ramanuja, Vedanta Desika confines his attention to the 
critical analysis of the Pasupata school only since it is considered 
fully developed and is the oldest school of ancient ne 

Coming the their doctrines, the Pasupata Darsana admits 
thirty-six tattvas or ontological principles instead of edi 
five accepted by Sankhya, Yoga and other schools. The primor 
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cosmic matter named prakrti which is the cause for the evolute 
known as mahat, is conceived as of two kinds, viz., avyaktam 
and traigunyam. The avyakta is the subtle or unmanifest state 
(suksmavastha) of the three gunas of prakrti, whereas the traigunya 
is the gross or manifest state (sthulavastha) of the gunas. There 
is no Scriptural basis or rational justification for such as division 
of prakrti into two categories. If it is conceived as a logical 
possibility or as a postulate, the same kind of division should 
be made in respect of mahat which is the next evolute of 
prakrti. 

Along with avyakta, the Pasupatas also admit five principles. 
These are: (1) niyati or unseen power, (2) kala or time, (3) 
raga or the principle which causes attachment, (4) vidya or 
knowledge, and (5) Kalaor the principle which causes obstruction 
of knowledge. These are inherent in the maya even during 
the state of dissolution of the universe along with Siva and 
purusa (givatma). According to Saivism, maya, purusa and Siva 
exist eternally (nitya tattva).! 

Maya is conceived in this system as a cosmic power (Sakti) 
which binds in accordance with the sankalpa of Siva, the souls 
at the time of creation with the physical body, sense organs, 
intellect, etc. to enable them to experience pleasure and pain. 
Niyati, kala, raga, and vidya serve as accessory causes for maya. 
In the absence of the support of the trustworthy Agamas and 
Scriptural and Smrti texts, there is no logical justification 
for admitting these postulates. The concepts of kala (time), 
svabhava (nature), niyati (fate), and y 


3 an A adrcchà (chance) mentioned 
in the Svetasvatara Upanisad? as the possible causes for the 
creation of the universe cann 


ot be construed in support of 
the Pasupata theory because these concepts in the D ME 


for the birth of individuals in the present S E Roe 
or any other unknown factor cannot serye dies mere niya : 
the other principles such as kala, vidya, raga, etc A ene Al 

Some of the epistemological] theories IMP e 
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Pasupata School 138 


two kinds of knowledge (1) that which reveals the objects 
directly and (2) that which causes the experience of objects 
in the form of joy and pain. Such a distinction does not hold 
good because what is cognized itself 1 
of the object. 

The theory of bondage or bandha and liberation or moksa 
for jivdtman formulated by Pāśupata is most unsound as it is 
opposed to the Upanisadic teachings. They maintain that the 
jrvatman which is regarded as omnipotent and monadic in 
nature (amu) is eclipsed by three kinds of bondage, viz., mala, 
maya, and karma. As and when it is liberated by these it becomes 
omniscient, omnipresent (sarvagata) , and omnipotent (sar- 
va$akta) and also equal to Siva in respect of all its glory (Siva- 
tulya-aisvarya). All these views stand opposed to the Upanisadic 
teachings and the Vedantasütrawhich emphasise samyaor equality 
of the liberated jzva with Brahman in respect of certain attributes 
and, in particular, the enjoyment of the bliss of Brahman 
(bhogamatra-samya) B 4 

Coming to the doctrine of Isvara, the Pasupatas conceive 
it as of five forms. These are: (1) Isvara-tattva (2) Siva-tattva 
(3) Saktitattva, (4) Sadàsiva-tattva, and (5) Vidya-tattva. The 
details of the five forms of Jsvara and their functions are 
given in the Paramata-bhanga based on Saivagamas.* Vedanta 
DeSika critically examines these details and comes to the 
conclusion that these are defective since they are mutually 
opposed (purvapara-viruddha) S 

Under the broad heading of Saivism, several other schools 
have been developed with different names such as (1) Sivadvaita 
or that which upholds the doctrine of Siva as the only ultimate 
Reality and that jivas become dissolved in the state of mukti 
with Siva, (2) Pasanavadi Saiva or those who concede ie 
existence of jivas in the state of mukti but they are devo o. 
attributes such as jñāna, and (3) Samyavadi hee 9E n ai 
who admit equality of jzvas with Siva in the state of mu i. 

E Ss vai he criticisms levelled against 

Regarding the Sivadvaita, t ons Cherie 
Pracchanna-Bauddhavada (Advaita) also apply to 9ivacvaita. 

: = adi Saiva the criticisms levelled against 
Regarding the Pasanavadi Saiva oars is 
the Vaisesika theory of mukti would apply to 1t. 


eads to the experience 
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the Samyavadi Saiva, the arguments advanced against the wrong 
interpretation of the $amya-sruti would apply to them. 

Vedanta De$ika also examines critically a few other important 
doctrines enunciated in the Pasupata Tantras. The tattvas 
are classified into four kinds: (1) Pati or Siva, (2) paśu or 
bound selves, (3) vidhi or duties to be performed, and (4) 
Yoga or the attainment of union with Siva. Pasu or jivatmas 
are classified into six categories, viz., (a) svabhavika-karya- 
karanas, (b) arabdha-karya-karanas, (c) vyavrtta-karya-karanas, 
(d) sammuddha-karya-karanas, (e) sammiudha-karya-kdranas, and 
(£) addhya-karya-karanas. Some details of these categories are 
furnished in the Paramata-bhanga. According to Vedanta De$ika, 
these are not supported by the commonly accepted Sruti and 
Smrti texts (sarva-sammata smrti-itihasa puranadi-virodha). 

Vedanta De$ika also refers to certain religious observances 
adopted by the followers of Pasupata religion such as that a 
person becomes a Brahmana by assuming Siva-diksá and that 
one becomes an ascetic (yati) by Kapalavrta.! These are all 
opposed to the authoritative orthodox Agamas (aptagama 
virodha). 

According to Vedanta Desika, the Pasupata mata falls outside 
the scope of orthodox Vedic religion on several grounds. 
First, it places Vedas on par with their religious treatises (tantras) 
and also considers Vedas as pauruseya or as authored by 
somebody. As the knowledge about Siva is not adequately 
available in the Vedas, greater importance is accorded by 
the Pasupatas to the Saiva Agamas. The existence of Iévara is 
established on the basis of inference and Siva is regarded as 
the nimitta-karana for the universe. The para and apara-tattvas 


are not properly presented. The religious observances are 
laid down as opposed to Vedas. 


The stray reference to Rudropasanain the Atharvaśiras Upanisad 


(anta 
Sartraka paramatma upasana). Tami) of Rudra (Rudra- 
In the same way the casual references 
of Umapati, Pasupati, Srikantha as the s made to the greatness 


On of Caturmukha Brahma 
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cannot be taken as the sources of authority for Pagupata mata 
in the same way as Kapila, though extolled as a sage, who 
taught Sankhya (sankh jasya vakta kapilah) is not regarded as 
authoritative. 

In the Mahabharata, Pasupata matais declared to be outside 
the Vedic religion as it is opposed to the Vedic teachings. It 
does not also acknowledge Narayana as Paratattva. 

Keeping all these facts in mind, Badarayana who is the 
author of the Mahabharata has stated in the Brahmasütra that 
the Pasupata mata is unsound (patyuh asémanjasyatvat).® 
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Pancaratra School 


N THE PARAMATA-BHANGA this school comes up for examination 
E es after the critical review of the Pasupata school. 
Though it is not intended, unlike the Pasupata, for refutation, 
itis included in the treatise with the main objective of defending 
it against the criticisms levelled by others that Paficaratra 
treatises are not authoritative. As is evident from the Vedantasitra, 
even at the time of Badarayana there were criticisms against 
the authoritativeness of the Paficaratra on the ground that 
some of their doctrines were Opposed to the Vedanta. One 
of the major objections which is mentioned by Badarayana 
as a prima facie view, is that the Paficaratra admits the theory 
of the origin of the jiva whereas Jiva according to Vedanta is 
eternal (nitya). In order to answer such objections Badarayana 
i soundness of the Paficaratra 
doctrines and prove their authority. The same task is undertaken 
by Vedanta Deśika in the Paramata-bhanga. He examines in 


contributed an independent treatise ung, : 

PNE : er th iñcarā 
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rtant points. 
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At first Vedanta Deśika points out that the Paricaratra treatises 
enjoy the Supreme authority since the teachings contained 
in them are promulgated by no less a persom than Narayana, 
who is the Supreme Being and omniscient (sarvajna) and 
omnipotent (sarvasakta) and as such the author of these texts 
in not subject to any delusion, forgetfulness and incapacity 
to teach the doctrines. It is stated in the very Paficaratra treatise 
that the Lord Himself imparted these teachings containing 
the essence of the Vedanta doctrines out of compassion for 
the benefit of His devotees.? These were taught to great sages 
such as Sanatkumara, Narada, Sandilya, etc. who were devoted 
to Him. In later epochs these teachings were imparted to 
other by these very sages. Hence there is no room for questioning 
their authority, unlike the teachings imparted to the demons 
and other unqualified persons as in the case of the Agamas 
of the non-Vedic schools, for the purpose of deluding them. 

The major objection against the authoritativeness of the 
Paficaratra treatises is that some of the philosophical doctrines 
advanced in them are opposed to those taught in the Vedanta. 
Vedanta Desika rules out this possibility by property interpreting 
the statements of the Pafcaratra texts in conformity with the 
Upanisadic statements. Thus, for instance, some of the Paricaratra 
treatises speak of seven tattvas or metaphysical categories 
viz., I$vara, avidyà, karma, kala kartavyata (duties to be performed) s 
itikartavyata (accessories for the sadhana) and samyama (realization 
of oneness with Paramatman). Vedanta, on the contrary, 
acknowledges only three tattvas, viz., cit, acit, and Kvara. But 
this objection is unfounded, contends Vedānta piu The 
metaphysical categories can be classified as two (Isa and :sitavya), 
or as three or as even five (arthapancaka) and as seven from 
different standpoints. But the principal tattvas are Ts UR 
viz., cit, acit, and Jsvaraand these are acknowledged and discusse 
a ae ale ; he following statement of 
in the Paficaratra treatises. Thus, t ; 

ay Bigs: hree tattvas and discusses 
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jivas. It is pervaded by the purusa (jiva) and that Jiva is 
beginningless, infinite numerically and eternal. Hence there 
is no opposition between the teachings of the Paficaratra and 
the Vedanta regarding the principal tattvas. 

The expression vyaptirüpena sambandhah in the same verse 
explaining the relationship between jiva and prakrti in terms 
of pervasion (vyapti) appears to militate against the theory 
of amutva of jiva. But is not so, explains Vedànta De$ika, 
because as further elucidated in the Puranas, this vyapti of 
the jzva in the body is to be taken in the sense that the jtva is 
pervasive in the body through its dharma-bhüta-jriàna similar 
to the presence of oil in the oil seed, and not by its svarüpa 
which is atomic (amu). 

Similarly, the evolutes of prakrti which is conceived as Sakti, 
is counted more than the commonly accepted number by 
making a distinction between suksma-avasthà (unmanifest state) 
and sthüla-avasthà (manifest state). But Such enumerations 
would not be treated as a conflict with the normally accepted 
theory. 

Another important objection against Paricaratra is related 
to the question of the identity of the Jiva and Isvara in the 
state of mukti. While the Vedantasütra clearly states that the 


liberated jzva is devoid of the cosmic functions (jagad-vyapara- 


in accordance with the interpretations of (1) the Scri 


: tural 
statements which state that a Jiva who has realized DAE. 


All these statements, if they are pro 
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In accordance with the will of Isvara, fva enjoys certain freedom 
(sa svarat bhavati) and performs activities without any obstruction 
since he is free from the influence of karma. 

Pancaratra treatises admit besides Vasudeva, three vyuha 
manifestations of the Supreme Being in the names of Sankarsana, 
Aniruddha, and Pradyumna. They are entrusted with specific 
cosmic functions. They are also regarded as the presiding 
deities of jiva, manas, and ahankara tattva, respectively. Besides, 
itis also stated that j;ua in the name of Sankarsana originates 
from Vàsudeva.* This view supporting the theory of the origin 
and birth of jzva is considered as opposed to the Scriptural 
teaching according to which ja is devoid of birth and origin 
and that it is eternal (nitya). 

Vedanta Deśika refutes this objection. He points out that 
the concerned statement of the Pancaratrasamhita does not 
speak of the origin of the Jiva. On the contrary, it implies, as 
explained by Ràmanuja in the Sribhasya, that Vasudeva, 
Sankarsana, Pradyumna, and Aniruddha referred to in the 
statement are manifestations (vyuhas) or Parabrahma for the 
purpose of meditation by devotees seeking to attain Brahman. 

Infact Sankarsana is no the name of the jzva. Nor does 
Pradyumna denote manas. In the same way Aniruddha cannot 
be ahankara. The association of the term jzva with Sankarsana, 
manas with Pradyumna and ahankara with Aniruddha conveys 
the idea that these three vyuha forms of Vasudeva are the 
presiding deities of the three evolutes, respectively, The term 
jayate does not literally mean “originates but, on the other 
hand, it implies pradurbhava or manifestations of Vasudeva 
in the form of Vywha-avatara out of His sankalpa. E. 

Further the very Pancaratrasamhita denies the origin of 
jiva. Thus it states that j;va 5 i» and also ananta or without 

jrvo anadi anantah kathita). " 
BE cn DRE d that there are no conflicts between Vedanta 
ose of Paficaratra reese ae 
eL A ee 
even in respect of certain religious p cduonoBaldet ty 
to the construction of the temples and consecrati rodha 
tra, there is no opposition (virodha) 
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Nor is there any opposition between the Pancaratrasamhitas 
and other Smrti texts compiled by sages such as Daksa, Gautama, 
Vyasa, ParaSara, etc. If in a few cases there appear to be conflicts, 
these could be easily reconciled by proper interpretation. 
The varnasrama-dharma or observance of prescribed rituals 
in accordance with one’s varna or caste and àsrama or stage 
of life, which is accorded an important place in Smrti texts 
(dharma-$àstra), are accepted even by the Paficaratra texts. 
The following statement of the Paficaratra emphasizes the 
importance of worship by one who scrupulously observes the 
varnasrama-dharma: 


varnasrama acaravata purusena parah puman; 

Visnuh aradhyate punah na anyat tat-tosakarakah. 

The Supreme Lord Visnu is worshipped only by persons who scrupulously 
follow the varna and asrama-dharma. In no other way He is pleased. 


In fact some Paficaratra texts acknowledge that Bhagavad- 
arcana or worship of Bhagavan, is also part of varndsrama- 
dharma. According to Ramanuja, Bhagavad-üradhanà is a nitya 
karmaor a mandatory karma. What is laid down by Dharmaáastra 
complied by the sages are not overlooked by the Bhagavadsastra 
(Paricaratra treatises) and hence the validity of the Paficaratra 
cannot be questioned on that basis. The Panicaratra texts even 
prohibit the worship of Visnu by those who strictly do not 
follow the varnasrama-dharma.® 

More importantly the Mahabharata, compiled by the sage 
Vedavyasa, who is also the author of the Brahmasütra, discusses 
the greatness of the Paüicaratra system as compared to Sankhya, 
Yoga, and Pasupata and extols it as the Supreme authority. 
The following verses establish beyond any doubt that these 
treatises are most authoritative: 


idam $reyam idam punyam idam hitam anuttamam 

bhavisyati bramanam vai etadeva anusasanam. 

This (Parcaratra teachings) are Sacred; they are Meritorious and 
they are most beneficial; this serves as most authoritative and acceptable 


The statement—" Paficarátrasya krisnasya vakig nara h 
svayam” which means that the entire Paficaratra one 
are taught by Lord Narayana Himself, sets Am 2 x pe 

u 
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regarding its pramanya. Yamuna, a predecessor to Ràmaànuja, 
has contributed an independent work titled Agama-pramanya 
horitativeness of the Paficaratra Agamas. 
» Vedanta Deśika has also written an independent 
treatise under the title Pancaratra-raksa in which he defends 
the Paricaratra Agamas against all possible objections questioning 
its importance and validity. In view of these facts Vedanta 
Desika is perfectly justified to claim that there is no opposition 
(virodha) between the Vedanta and the Pancaratrasastra. 


REFERENCES 
1. See VS, II.2.39-40. 
- Vedantesu yathà saram sangrhya bhagavan rsih; bhaktanukampaya vidvan 

samciksepa yathasukham. (Quoted in PMB, p.139.) 

3. See Mund. Up: Paramam samyam upaiti. Also, Tait. Up: Brahma 
veda brahmaiva bhavati. 

4. See Paramasamhita: paramakaranat vàsudevàt samkarsano nama jivo 
jayate. 

5. See PMB, chap. 21, p.173: Varnasrama-paribhrastaih naradhyo bhagavan 
harih. 
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Sabda-brahma-Vivartavada of Vaiyakarana 


a MEANS to be the oldest school of Vedanta which existed 
long before Sankara. Its chief exponents, as stated by 
Vedanta Desika, are Bhartrhari and Halayudha who belonged 
to the school of grammarians (vaiyakarana). Though they 
are primarily grammarians and have contributed scholarly 
treatises on the subject of grammar (vyakarana) including a 
commentary on Patanjali Mahabhasya (commentary on Panini- 
sutras), they have attempted to give a Vedàntic bias or 
complexion to their theories by conceiving $abda or sound 
(in transcedental form) as Brahman or the Ultimate Reality 
of the Upanisads. Thus states Bhartrhari: sabda-brahma is the 
only one Ultimate Reality and the entire universe is an illusory 
manifectation of it (vivarta). Halayudha, on the other hand, 
states that Sabda-brahma alone is the life energy of all entities 
in the universe and the entire universe is a modification 
(parinama) of it. The following statement, which is an invocation 
verse, and which sums up the central doctrine of Halayudha, 
is quoted by Vedanta De&ika in support of this theory: 


Sabda-brahma yadekam yac-caitanyam ca sarvab 
yat parinamam tribhuvanam-akhilam-idam 
Sabda-brahma, the one Reality without a 
all beings and the entire universe is a m. 


hūtānām; 

Jayati sa vāņi.! 

second, is the life energy of 
odification of it. 
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According to this school, words as such do not directly produce 
the knowledge of the thing. The letters, a group of which 
constitute a word, generate the essence of sound known as 
sphota which produces the knowledge of the thing. As stated 
by Vedanta Deśika in the Tattvamuktakalapa, the following 
argument is advanced in support of it. 

A. word has several letters. Do these letters convey the meaning 
individually or collectively? If it be the former, then the very 
first should convey the meaning. This does not happen. If 
the letters convey the meaning collectively, then that power 
not being found in the first letter, how can all the letters of 
the word combined together get such a power to convey the 
meaning? Therefore words as such do not convey the meaning. 
A special potency or essence becomes manifest in letters when 
they are combined in a particular form and this produces 
the meaning.? 

This is the most unsound theory, contends Vedanta Desika. 
Itis generally acknowledged that words which are the combination 
of letters (varna-sanghata) and the sentences which are the 
combination of these words (pada-sanghata) convey the meaning. 
This is so obvious to our perceptual experience. By overlooking 
this commonly accepted principle, the grammarians postulate 
a special concept named sphota, which is supposed to reveal 
the meaning of a sentence. This cannot be proved by any of 
the pramadnas—pratyaksa, anumana, or agama. It is a mere 
postulate and it does not help to know whether or nota sentence 
conveys a sound meaning. 

It is important to understand properly the meaning of a 
sentence in order to determine whether or not it conveys a 
valid theory. For this purpose the postulation of sphota or 
the sound essence generated by the words is of no use. Even 
in the absence of it, is possible to know that a sentence or 
statement bears a proper purport. Perception does not reveal 
the existence of sphota other than the letters and words in 
the sentences. Even if we carefully and concentratedly hear 
or contemplate, we do not notice the so called sphota or ARS 
of sound in the words or sentences. Nor can it be proved by 


means of inference (anumana). 
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The supporters of sphotavadaargue that it may not be possible 
to prove the sphota or word essence by means of perception. 
Nevertheless its postulation becomes necessary because letters 
are not parmanent and it is not possible to explain except 
through sphota, that the same letters always do convey the 
same meaning of the words. This argument is untenable, contends 
Vedanta Desika. Whatever causes the manifestation of sphota, 
the same should be able to convey the meaning of words.? If 
the varnas can as well cause the sabda, there is no need to 
postulate a new concept like sphota for the purpose. 

Even verbal testimony, neither Scriptural nor Smrti statements, 
support the sphota theory. The statement of sage Vyasa in the 
Mahabharata praising the Lord as sphota who is stated to be 
inherent in the letters (sphotastuam varnagustah) is intended 
to speak of the glory of the Lord, as in the Bhagavadgita, 
Lord Krsna is being identified as the rasa in the water, as 
tejasin the fire, etc. Such statements of Vyasa cannot be construed 
in favour of the theory of sphota. 

Even the statement of Halayudha,* to which we have referred 
earlier, viz., that Sabda-brahma is the Reality and the entire 
universe is a modification (parinama) of it, does not lend 
any support to the theory of sphota. Further the sabda cannot 
be treated as sentient Being. Sabda normally refers to ethereal 
sound and it is non-sentient. What is non-sentient cannot be 
the cause of the universe of living and non-living beings. Such 


a theory is also totally opposed to the Scriptural teaching. If 
Sabda- brahma is taken as personified Deity 
a glorificatory statement. 

Similarly, the statement of Bhartrhari that sabda- 
the only Ultimate Reality and it illusory manifests itself in 
the form of letters and words which denote the objects, does 
not also lend support to the theory of Sphota conceived is the 
essence of Sabda. Besides, the concept of vivarta or illusory 
appearance of the Reality as the universe, is untenable. The 
criticisms against the Advaitins, Vivartayada are equall li bl 
to Sabda-brahma-Vivartavada. dasiapDucabe 


Against these objections, it may be argued that the orthodox 
Vedantins maintain that the pranava or the latter Aum E 


then it amounts to 


brahma is 
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is recited at the commencement of Vedic recitation, contains 
the essence of entire Vedas and it denotes the Supreme Being 
and all that exists is caused by it. If this is acceptable, why 
should the critic object to the theory that from Toto iro 
originates the manifold Sabda-prapanca or the universe of words 
and letters? 

Against this argument Vedanta Deśika contends that if this 
theory is advanced on the ground that it is a possibility 
(sambhàvana) on the basis of the analogy of the Vedic syllable 
Aum, then it lacks any support of the valid pramanas. If, on 
the contrary, an inferential argument is advanced in support 
of the vaiydkarana theory, it stands opposed to the accepted 
pramanas (pramàana-virodha). What is regarded as a sambhavana 
is also open to doubts and hence it cannot be taken as proof 
for the theory. The inference may take this form: artha prapancah 
originates only from $abda-brahma, because it is §abda-brahma 
as in the case of the cosmic universe. This anwmana stands 
opposed to the Scriptural statement which states that the entire 
universe is caused by Brahman. 

There is one other view advanced by the grammarian 
according to which there is close relationship between śabda 
and artha or object of perception. This is known as sabdanuvedha. 
Whenever the sense organs are in contact with the objects, 
the objects are perceived along with the words denoting them, 
In other words, sabda is closely associated with the awareness 
of the object. 

This view is also rejected by Vedanta De$ika, as unsound. 
Only after the objects are perceived, do the words denoting 
them become known. As explained in the Tattvamuktakalapa, 
the idea of the elephant boy comes to the mind only after 
the elephant is seen. It is only after the object is seen, its 
name comes to our mind. Further, it is nor correct to say 
that both íabda (sound) and artha (object), manifest 
simultaneously. Thus, for instance, infants, as well as deaf 
and dumb persons who see the objects do not have any knowledge 
of the words denoting the objects perceived by them. It cannot 
be said that such persons have the knowledge of soins kind 
of super normal or subtle sound (suksma sae CD 
there is no proof in support of the existence of such subtle 
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sound. The mention of subtle sounds in the mantra-sésirq 
under the names of suksma, pa$yanti, madhyama, vaikhari, is 
intended for the purpose of meditation and it has no bearing 
on the sound as commonly understood. Even if such statements 
are made by trustworthy persons (apta vàkya), sabda in the 
subtle state cannot denote any object or meaning. Such statements 
regarding the different states (avastha) of sabda are intended 
for different purposes. The adoption of some kind of inference 
would not find any support of pramanas. 

The Mimamsaka theory of sabda-svarüpa-nityatva or that 
Sabdais eternal, does not lend support to sabda-brahma doctrine. 
Such as view is also opposed to the Vedanta which does not 
accept the mityatva of letters (varnas). Besides it does not 
serve the purpose of proving the eternality of vedas. Sabda is 
an evolute of prakrti and it cannot therefore be treated as 
eternal. That Veda is nitya, can be established even without 
accepting the sabda-nityatva, as is explained by Ramanuja in 
the Sribhasya.° 

The theory of Sabda@dhyasa advanced by Bhartrhari is also 
not sound. According to Bhartrhari, the perception of the 
so-called object takes place through the hearing of the sound 
of the word (Sabda) and not independent of it. Sabda itself 
projects or manifests as object. There is no difference between 
Sabda or a word and the object denoted by the word. The 
two are one and the same. Because of such an identity the 
cognition of the object takes place the moment the $abda is 
known. 

This argument is refuted on the ground that śabda and 
object are distinct and can never be identical. The object 
exists even prior to the origin of Sabda and it continues to 
exist even after the cessation of Sabda.® Further, the sound of 
the word ($abda) and the object (artha) denoted by it are to 
be grasped by different sense organs. Sabdai 
the ear, whereas the object is perceived t 
organ. The two do not become manifest a 
word may have different meanings but att 
a word, we grasp only one particular mea: 
object are identical, then all the mean 
have occurred to our mind when t 
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This is not so. There are different words which are Synonymous 
but they all refer to the same object. When we getthe knowledge 
of the object, then all the synonymous words should have 
come to our attention. But this does not happen. Sabda and 
artha cannot be identical and hence the theory of Sabdadhyasa 
of Buddhists and Bhartrhari is untenable. 

There is another theory developed by the Buddhists and 
also Vaiyakaranas according to which knowledge itself illusorily 
manifests in the form of words and sentences. This is known 
as pratibha-vakyarthavada. Even this is untenable since it is 
opposed to our common experience proving that only through 
the sense organs external objects are directly known. 

In view of all these critical observations Vedanta Deśika 
affirms that the theory of sphota and the doctrines of sabda- 
brahma as the sole Reality is the cause of everything in the 
universe are to be ignored (anadaraniyam). The Supreme 
Being (Parama-purusa) who is the sole creator of the universe 
is the proper Para-Brahman and not the Sabda-Brahman, as 
conceived by the grammarians. The term brahma used in other 
contexts is to be taken in secondary sense. Thus, for instance, 
the Gita employs the term $abda-brahma. The relevant verse 
reads: “sabda-brahmani nisnatah param brahma adhigacchate." 
In this context, sabda-brahma means the knowledge of Brahman 
derived from the Agamas (agamotha jnanam). In another text, 
we come across another statement: “jijnasurapi yogasya Sabda- 
brahma ativartate.” Here $abda-brahma stands for prakrti 
(primordial cosmic matter). The term brahman in its primary 
sense only denotes Para-Brahman or the Supreme Being, who 
according to the Vedanta, is the primary cause of the Universe. 
Vedanta Deéika further observes that the conclusive theory 
of Vedanta, viz., the Supreme Being established in the Upanisads 
as qualified by cit and acit in their subtle form (suksma cidacit 
visista) undergoes modification as Brahman qualified by cit 
and acit in the manifested form is acceptable even to the 
great sages such as Panini, Katyayana, Patanjali (the M emm ae 
on Püninisutras). It is therefore not approriate to say tha 


there are certain mutual contradictions in the theories mentioned 


in the treatises on grammar such as aindra, candra, mahesa, 
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daurga, kaumara, and pisalya which came into existence a 
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later period. Even if some contradictions are found, these 
can be reconciled by proper interpretation in accordance 
with the accepted valid theoriesas in the case of the conflicting 
statements found in the eighteen Purànas, which was compiled 
and edited by sage Vyasa, the reputed author of the Mahabharata. 
Thus it is stated (quoted by Vedanta DeSika): “Astadasa puranani 
astau vyakaranani ca; jñātva satyavatisumuh cakre Bharata-samhitam.” 
The principle of reconciliation is adopted by adopting the 
classification of eighteen Puranas into sáttvika, rajasa, and 
tamasa. The same principle can be adopted in the case of 
eight Vyakaranas. The authors of these Vyakaranas are also 
influenced by the sattvika, rajasa, and tàmasa gunas and 
accordingly, they would have said different things. What is 
found in sattvika Vyakaranas are to be taken as valid and in 
accordance with it, the correct theories are to be accepted. 


REFERENCES 

- See PMB, chap. 14, p.153. 
. See TMK, IV.87; also see FVV, p.126. 
. See TMK, IV.88. 
- Sabda-brahma-yadaikam yaccaitanyam ca sarvabhutanam; 
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Advaita Vedanta of Sankara 


AUS THE EXTANT Vedanta schools, Sankara’s Advaita 
Vedanta is the oldest and important living system. But 
this system of philosophy is the one which is also open to 
severe criticism by almost all the theistic schools of Vedanta, 
and in particular Ramanuja and Madhva. Apart from the 
elaborate and systematic criticism offered by Ramanuja in 
the Mahasiddhanta portion of the Jijndsadhikarana of the Srz- 
bhasya, Vedanta Deśika has written an independent polemical 
work named Satadisani containing sixty-six vadas, each one 
dealing with a major topic of Advaita. Madhva too has attacked 
vigorously Advaita doctrines, particularly the mithyatva or 
illusory character of the universe in his prakarana granthas. 
His illustrious follower, Sri Vyasatirtha has written an independent 
work named Nyayamrtain which the major doctrines of Advaita 
are vehemently criticized. Vedanta Desika has therefore included 
as separate chapter in the Paramata-bhanga, under the title 
“Pracchanna-bouddha-bhangavada” (chap. 11), in which he 
has offered succinct and strong criticisms against a few important 
theories of Advaita Vedanta. As we have explained earlier, 
this chapter comes immediately after Madhyamika Buddhism, 
for the reason that the concept of maya or avidya adopted by 
Sankara to explain the illusory character of the universe and 
jivatmans is similar to the concept of Samurti admitted by the 
Madhyamikas to explain empirical transactions in the universe. 
Though Sankara is an orthodox Vedantin whose system of 
i i he authority of the Upanisads, 
philosophy is founded on t th à 
the Vedantasütras and the Bhagavadgità, the doctrines of Nirguna 
Brahman, the theory of the identity of jiva and Brabmany the 
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view that the universe is illusory (jagan-mithyatva) and the 
postulation of maya would amount in the opinion of Vedanta 
De$ika, to the admission of the principles of Madhyamika’s 
Sunyavada or that everything in the universe is void and non- 
existent. By way of elucidation of this strong criticism, Vedanta 
De$ika points out that Yogacara school of Buddhism does 
not accept either the subject (boddha) or the external object 
other than the mental series and that all the dharmas that we 
attribute to the knower are falsely imagined to belong to it 
(kalpita). The Vaibhasika, which is another school of Buddhism, 
on the other hand, admit buddhi or knowledge as the only 
reality, while everything else is non-eternal. Similar to these 
teachings, the Advaita School of Vedànta admit that other 
than the Atman (Brahman) as the only Reality, everything 
else is illusory. Hence this school of Vedanta is refuted along 
with the Madhyamika Buddhism. 

In reply to the objection whether it is appropriate to treat 
Advaita Vedanta on par with Buddhism, Vedanta Deéika points 
out that on closer and dispassionate study, the two systems 
have some common features. Buddhism maintains that buddhi 
or knowledge is ksanzka, that is, it does not endure for more 
than a moment. It is also many (bahu) in the form of continuous 
series of ideas. In the case of Advaitin, knowledge (termed 
as anubhutt) is nitya or eternal but all the dharmas or attributes 
we ascribe to it are considered imaginary (kalpita). That is, 
it is falsely superimposed on it and these do not really belong 
to it. Hence, Vedanta Desika contends, that the two schools 
of thought have some affinity.! 

In the Paramata-bhanga Vedanta Desika does not take up a 
detailed criticism of all the doctrines of Advaita, as this task 
has already been accomplished in the Satadüsami and other 
philosophical treatises. He therefore confines his attention 
D. a Si Sues EUN EA i the validity of Pramanas (pramamya), 
Bp uM a DOS TOT establishing the doctrine of 


undifferentiated Reality, the plurality of the jivatman, the 
illusory nature of the universe (Jagat) and ue orina t of 
maya. Vedanta Desika attempts to Prove how Advaita is a defi i tive 
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VALIDITY OF PRAMANAS 


The question relating to the validity of the pramanas is first 
taken up. The doctrines advanced by an exponent ofa system 
require to be well grounded on the valid means of knowledge. 
In the absence of any valid proof in support of it, it is bound 
to be rejected as non-authoritative. Like all the other schools 
of Vedanta, Advaitins have also admitted the three important 
pramanas: pratyaksa, anumana, and agama (Scripture). Of these, 
Scripture is accorded greater validity and it is regarded as 
the Supreme authority in spiritual matters. 

The metaphysical stand adopted by Advaita Vedanta presents 
some problem with regard to the validity of the pramanas. 
According to Advaita, Brahman alone is absolutely real and 
everything else is illusory. If this is the case, the framanas 
cannot be regarded as real in the proper sense of the term 
and in the absence of valid pramanas, the Advaitin cannot 
that the doctrines advanced by him are sound. This is the 
main objection raised by Vedanta Desika. The Advaitin gets 
over it by arguing that the pramanas though not real 
(paramarthika), have empirical reality (vyavahanka satyatva), 
that is, for practical purposes they are regarded as real and 
on this basis it is possible to establish one's theories. Vedanta 
Deéika is not satisfied with this explanation and contends that 
on final and careful scrutiny, it is found that what is regarded 
as vydvaharika satya, turns out to be false, similar to the reality 
of the objects seen in the state of dream (svapna pramana 
dd are other arguments advanced by the Advaitin in 
defense of his position but all these are discussed in the See 
and proved to be untenable. An important point o Te i 
is that Scripture which is regarded S the ARD AM 
for knowing Bam EE ARS ae is not free from 
authority since it being the produ ER MES 
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THE THEORY OF NIRVISESA BRAHMAN 


After making these critical remarks regarding the framanas 
Vedanta Deśika criticizes the concept of nirvisesatua, which 
constitutes the svarupa of Brahman. Following the arguments 
advanced by Ramanuja in the Sribhasya, while refuting the 
doctrine of Brahman as nirvisesa or devoid of all attributes, 
he points out that none of the pramanas—either pratyaksa, or 
anumana or even $abda (scripture) can prove the existence 
of a nirvisesa entity. According to the Visistadvaitin, all entities, 
both material and spiritual, are savisesa or qualified with 
attributes. 
Pratyaksa does not reveal an entity or even Brahman as 
devoid of qualification. There are two theories regarding 
this. According to one theory, there are two kinds of perception 
known as nirvikalpaka or indeterminate perception and 
savikalpaka or determinate perception. In the first stage, that 
is soon after the contact of the sense organs with the external 
object, we perceive only bare being and it is only in the next 
stage, we see the object as qualified. This theory is considered 
untenable because even in the first stage, we see the object 
as qualified with some quality (kenacit visesena) while in the 
second stage, we see it as qualified with specific characteristics. 
According to the second theory, which is advanced by the 


author of Brahmasiddhi, perception reveals only sat (sanmdtra) 
and the difference that is apprehended later o 
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Besides, if the nature of Brahman can be known by means of 
inference, then it would militate against the stand taken in 
Vedanta that Sastra or sacred text, is the only source of authority 


for the knowledge of Brahman. The Upanisadic texts also do 
not point out that Brahman is Nirvisesa. The mention of the 
terms such as nirguna, niskriya, niskala, etc., in a few stray 
statements convey the idea that Brahman is devoid of heya 
gunas or defilements. 

The following argument is advanced by the Advaitin in 
defence of his theory of Nirvisesa Brahman: If according to 
the Scriptural texts Brahman is devoid of ati, thatis, as belonging 
to particular species, guna or quality, Sakti or capacity to 
function, vyāpāra or activities, vibhuti dravyam or glorious 
aspects, etc., is it appropriate to consider such a Reality as 
Savisesa or endowed with attributes? All such conceptions in 
respect of Brahman are therefore imaginary and caused by 
ignorance. In the final analysis, the true nature of the Ultimate 
Reality is to be admitted as absolutely undifferentiated. 

Vedanta Desika controverts this argument. This is not a 
correct interpretation of the Upanisadic texts which negate 
certain characteristics in respect of Brahman. The Upanisads 
only negate such physical qualities commonly ascribed to the 
material entitites. They do not deny characteristics which 
constitute the distinguishing features of Brahman. This point 
is made more explicit by specifying what is to be attributed 
to Brahman and what is to be denied in respect of it. The 
following dharmas which are well established by the Scriptural 
texts dealing with the nature of Reality are to be admitted: 
(1) designation of Isvara by a name such as Narayana or 
Visnu, (2) the distinguishing attributes such as ue x 
satyatva, jnanatva, anantatva and anandatua, n eu M 2 
is, that it pervades everything in the universe, (4) d dor 
Sakti or that it is capable of serving as the ground or sc 

universe) (5) jagat-srotyadi-oyapara or 
fthe creation, sustenance and dissolution 
hip of both the cosmic and 


of everything in the 
thatitis the sole cause o 


of the universe, (6) the Rulers smic ai 
transcendental universe (vibhütidvaya), and (7) svarupa vikāra- 


abhava, that is, devoid of any change or a era 
of its suarüpa. All these distinguishing characters 
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are undeniable, as these are well established by the Upanisadic 
texts. The characteristics which are to be negated in respect 
of Brahman are: the physical qualities such as sthulatva, anutua, 
hrasvatva, dirghatva, etc., stated in the Brhadàranyaka text, 
change or modification in Brahman in respect of its svarüpa, 
experience of pleasure or pain caused by physical body, absence 
of auspicious attributes (kalyana gunabhava) , since these are 
not warranted by Scriptural texts. 

In the same way, the Scriptural statements which speak of 
the attributes and negation of the same in respect of jrvátman 
can also be reconciled by interpreting them with reference 
to the upadhior limiting adjuncts with which they are associated. 
Thus for instance in the statement “ndyam devo na martyo va” 
(zva is neither deva nor mortal being), its implication is that 
the jzva as far as its intrinsic nature is concerned, is alike but 
the distinction made as celestial being, human being, etc., is 
due to the association of the different types of body caused 
by karma. 

The very distinction made between dharma and dharmi is 
questioned by the Advaitin on the basis ofa dialectical argument. 
But this is refuted as it is not a correct theory. The distinct- 
ion between the two is to be admitted as it is evident to our 
experience.* 

The view of the Advaitin that Brahman is pure, undifferentiated 
Being devoid of sajatzya-bheda, vijatyya-bheda, and svagata-bheda, 
on the basis of the Chandogya text (sadeva ekameva. advitiya), 
is not tenable as it is Opposed to all pramanas (sarva-pramana 
viruddha). Thus, it is not possible to establish that Brahman 
is Nirvisesa. 

It may be argued that there is no 
prove that Brahman is nirvigesa bec 
which implies that it is self-evident or 
Desika controverts this argument. B. 
prakasa but the mere Suayam-prakas, 
is also nzrvisesa in character. That selfluminous Brahman is 


Nirvisesa is to be proved by some other praménas. In that 
case, what is proved by another framing becomes a ch : ized 
entity (savisesa). If another individual or T. 
the self, he perceives it as a qualified entity m m 


need for any pramdna to 
ause it is svayam-prakasa 
Self-established. Vedanta 
rahman may be svayam- 
atva cannot prove that it 
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as devoid of all determinations. In other words, what is nirvisesa 
can never become an object of apprehension and even if it is 
apprehended, it is seen only as a qualified entity. Further, if 
suvayam-prakasatva constitutes the very svarupa of Nirvisesa 
Brahman, then the theory that it becomes eclipsed by avidya 
(avidyatirohita) and that there is adhayasa or superimposition 
on it leading to the bhranti and its removal, etc., are all 
inconceivable. Only if atman is qualified with attributes, it is 
possible to explain that it does not manifest fully (avisadatva) 
due to the false superimposition of dharmaswhich do not belong 
to it (viruddhakara adhyāsa) or due to some of its dharmas being 
eclipsed. 

Further nirvisesa-jndna or undifferentiated consciousness 
cannot be considered as the knower or the subject of knowledge, 
because cognisership involves change or modification. For 
this reason, the Advaitin regards the empirical ego or the 
internal organ (ahankara) as the cogniser. But this theory 
also suffers from a drawback because what is a non-sentient 
entity like the physical body cannot be the knower. It would 
therefore be more appropriate to admit, as the Visistadvaitin 
does, that the entity denoted by the notion of “I” (ahamartha) 
itself is the true self. The inferential arguments advanced by 
the: Advaitin to prove that ahamartha or the entity denoted 
by “I” is not atman, that it is non-sentient, etc., and that only 
pure consciousness (samvit) is atma, saksi, or mere witness 
and it is pratyakiva or self-revealing, etc. are untenable because 
these stand opposed to our perceptual experience and the 
Scriptural texts. That ahamartha itself is the true atman is 
well established by Alavandar in Atmasiddhi and also by 
Ràmànuja in the Mahasiddhanta portion of the Sribhasya. A 
the entity denoted by “I” is not admitted as the ae it wou : 
not be possible to explain satisfactorily the Upanisa e anari 
such as “All this is Brahman,” “That thou art which equates 


the universe and Brahman as well as the jrvatman and Brahman. 


THE THEORY OF MITHYATVA OF THE UNIVERSE 


The Advaitin contends that, if Nirvisesa Brahman alone is 
absolutely real, it would follow that the universe which 1s 


generally regarded as real (satya) is not so. But this cannot 
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be established, contends Vedanta Desika. The Scriptural texts 
which negate the universe such as neha nandsti kiñcana cannot 
support this theory because such texts, if properly interpreted 
with reference to the contexts, convey a different meaning.5 
Itonly implies that there does not exist any other entity which 
is not inherently related to Brahman (abrahmütmaka vastvan- 
taram). If it is attempted to establish the illusoriness by means 
of anumana or inferential arguments and Agama or Scriptural 
texts, then these would stand opposed to perceptual experience 
(kalatyayapadesa). Perception which is the foundation for inference 
cannot be ignored. If by overlooking perceptual knowledge, 
inference is adopted, it would not be a valid pramana. 

The description of the universe as mithya in the sense of 
sad-asad-vilaksana, that is, it is neither sat nor asat but different 
from both, involves self-contradiction (viruddha), similar to 
the concept of sad-asat. Whatever arguments are offered to 
defend the theory of anirvacaniyatva, these are found untenable 
when subjected to logical analysis. These concepts can also 
be satisfactorily explained in a different way. Thus, for instance, 
taking the instance of the cognition of silver in the conch- 
shell, the silver which is real and exists elsewhere is seen in 
the shell due to the eye-defect or some other reason. Since it 
does not actually exist in the shell, it is being negated. There 
is no justification to conceive the concept of sadasat-vilaksana 
to explain this phenomenon, 

The Scriptural text nasadasit no Sadasit negating both sat 
and asat, cannot be taken as a proof for the concept of sad- 
asad-vilaksana, because this statement is intended to explain 
how the universe in the state of dissolution cannot be described 


(upadana-karana) is also untenable, because the 
is its product is not found to be mi 
real is evident to our experience, 


jagat which 
thyà since its existence as 


‘THE THEORY OF REMOVAL OF AvipyA 
Regarding the nature of the means to overcome avidya and 
the realization of the absolute oneness of the reality Sa E 
Desika points out that the theory of the Advaitin that beans 
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from bondage takes place by means of the realization of the 
knowledge of the identity of jiva and Brahman is opposed to 
the several scriptural texts which affirm that proper knowledge 
of difference (bheda) between jtva and Brahman leads to moksa. 
If according to the Advaitin the concepts of bondage (bandha), 
the knowledge which removes ajnana causing bondage (nirvartaka 
jfiano), the theory that jñäātaor the individual self is the aspirant 
for moska, that Ivara is the bestower of knowledge (jñāna- 
prada), that the Sacred texts provide the spiritual knowledge 
(jnanotpada-sastra), and even the very cessation of avidya ( avidyà- 
nivriti) are all mithya, then the enquiry or investigation into 
the nature of Brahman (brahma jynasa) and the teaching of 
Vedanta to the disciples by a preceptor are of no value (nisphala). 
When it is so well established by all pramanas that the universe 
is real, the theories such as that vakyartha-jnana, that is, the 
aparoksa-jnana arising from the study of the Scriptural texts, 
nisprapancikarana niyoga vada or constant meditation on Brahman 
in the form of dissociating prapanca (universe) from Brahman 
leading to the realization of pure Brahman and dhyana-niyoga- 
janya-saksatkara or the realization of true form of Brahman 
after observing the meditation enjoined in the Upanisad would 
not prove the illusory character of the universe ( prapancabadha) a 
Vedanta Deśika briefly mentions a few other inconsistencies 
involved in the Advaita Vedanta. That the Upanisadic texts 
such as tattvamasi (Thou art that) generate aparoksa jnana or 
knowledge of immediate nature is a self contradiction sei 
to the concept of jvan-mukti or that one is liberated thoug 
one is embodied. If according to his system atman is nitya- 
by its very nature, there is 
mukta or ever free from bondage by its very da itive 
no justification to speak of the juan-mukti. e E n RN 
of badkitanuvrtti, that is, the continuance oi Eie Dory even 
after the total cessation of avidya, is untenable. $ OW as s 
; isciple is mithya, the teaching of Vedānta 
isawarefthatitbedisdip tor knows that his disciple 
to him is unjustified. If the precepto LE 
is real, he cannot be qualified to teac . 


THE THEORY OF IVA 


The theory that there is only one jiva (eaae a 
not allow for drawing distinction between the i 
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sukhz or dukhi, as disciple and preceptor and as one bound 
and the other as free from bondage. The theories which speak 
of the plurality of jzvas, also suffer from defects. To overcome 
this criticism, the plurality of jzva is admitted on the basis of 
the reflection of one Brahman in several internal organs caused 
by avidya on the analogy of the reflection of a single moon in 
several waves of watershed. Even this theory is also unsound, 
as explained in detail in the Sribhàsya and the Satadusani. 
Besides, the jzvas as reflections of Brahman in the antahkaranas 
become destroyed as in the case of the reflections of the moon, 
when the watershed is removed. 

Ajfiàna should have a locus, that is, it should belong to 
somebody and should also be related to an object. What is 
the locus of ajñāna? There are two views regarding this matter. 
According to some Advaitins, Brahman is the asraya for jriana. 
According to others, jivais its locus. In either case, it is untenable. 
Brahman which is of the nature of prakdéa or self-luminous 
knowledge cannot be the locus since the two are mutually 
opposed. To avoid this difficulty, if jzva is postulated as the 
locus of ajriana, it involves a vicious circle. If jrvais a reflection 
of Brahman in the antahkarana, Brahman assumes jeva-hood 
only after the reflection of it in the antahkarana takes place. 
Prior to it, there is no jtva as such who apprehends jzva-hood 
as a reflection of Brahman. If Brahman itself comprehends, 
then Brahman is subjected to delusion. If jiva apprehends 
that itis a reflection of Brahman, Jiva does not exist as such 
until the reflection is apprehended. In either case, the theory 
of jiva as pratibimba of Brahman falls to the ground. 


THE CONCEPT OF MAYA 
The very difference made between m 
ground that maya inheres in Brahman, whereas avidya inheres 
in j?vas is untenable. If on this basis, Brahman as associated 
with maya is able to see the illusory Jrivas and the jagat, then 
Brahman would be subjected to ajñāna or ignorance which 
is not a satisfactory theory. á ; 
The term maya does not nece 
apprehension of an object. It also 5 
that which is capable of creating the 
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is in this sense the term “maya is employed in the Svetasvatara 
Upanisad equating it with prakrti or primordial cosmic matter. 
If in the state of divine incarnation, as human or other beings, 
the Supreme Lord exhibits grief or ignorance, it is just a 
mere acting (abhinaya) to delude other persons. 

While concluding the critical review of the Advaita Vedanta, 
Vedanta Desika presents the following correct view which stands 
established on the unquestionable Scriptural authority and 
other pramanas. The Supreme Being creates the universe through 
the media of maya which stands for the primordial cosmic 
matter, as is stated in Svet@Svatara Upanisad: asmat may srjate 
visvametat.© Mayi is the Supreme Lord, who is the controller 
of prakrti, as explained in this Upanisad (mayinam tu mahesvaram); 
maya is the primordial cosmic matter (mayara tu prakrtim vidyat) . 
As part of the creation of the universe, the jivas who are 
brought into existence by associating them with the bodies, 
mind and sense organs, are also entangled with maya, taken 
in the sense of past karma. Thus states the Upanisad: tasminScanyo 
mayaya sanniruddhah. Isvarais the cause of the bondage (bandha) 
in accordance with the past karma of the jivas (ISvarah karmanurupa 
bandha hetuh). The same Isvarais also the cause of the liberation 
of jivas from bondage through the observance by the jwas 
the requisite vidyds or the upasanásas enjoined in the Upanisads. 
Thus, the three tattvas or the ontological entities, viz., [svara, 
cit, and acit (cosmic matter) are eternally different (nitya 
bhinna), each one possessing the distinctive characteristics 
(pratiniyata guna visista). All the three are real and well established 
by the valid pramanas. Only such sound philosophical teachings 
based on the framanas and in particular on the er) of 
unquestionable Scriptural texts become acceptable to those 


who take their stand on the valid pramanas. 


OTHER SCHOOLS OF ADVAITA 

bhanga one particular school of Vedanta 
expounded by Sankara is covered. Vedanta Desika points as 
that there are several other types of Advaita taught in ear lier 
times under different names such as Brahmadvaita, Soan 
Vasudevadvaita, Sphotadvaita, Samvid-advaita, and Sa -ai E e 
Brahmádvaita is the school which upholds that Hiranyag: 


In the Paramata- 
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or Caturmukha Brahma is the only Supreme Reality. Sivadvaita 
refers to the school which maintains that only Siva existed 
prior to the creation of the universe (Siva eva kevalah). 
Vasudevadvaita is the school which emphasizes that other 
than Vasudeva, no other deity exists (Paramah paresah sa vasudeva 
no yato anyadasti). Sphotadvaita is the school which accepts 
that sphota or word essence which is called $abda-brahma is 
the only Reality (Sphotastvam varna justah). This is briefly 
covered in the Paramata-bhanga as the school of Vedanta upheld 
by Bhartrhari. Sarnvid-advaita is the school of thought advocated 
by the Yogacara Buddhist for whom sazvit or series of mental 
ideas is only real and the external objects are mere projections 
of it. This is also covered in the Paramata-bhanga under Buddhism. 
Sad-advaita is the school of though upheld by the Sankhyas 
for whom sat taken in the sense of primordial cosmic matter 
is the primary cause of the universe and everything in the 
universe is constituted of the three gunas of prakrti. According 
to Vedanta Desika, all these schools are intended to attract 
people to join the new type of school founded by those exponents 
but none of them is philosophically sustainable, as is made 
evident in the Brahmasütras of Badarayana, Satadusami and 
other philosophic treatises. 
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16 
Dvaita Vedanta of Madhva 


MONG the three principal schools of Vedanta, Dvaita Vedanta 

developed by Madhva (Ap 1199-1278) occupies an important 
place. Like Advaita and Visistadvaita, it presents a distinctive 
doctrine of Vedanta based on the authority of the Upanisads, 
Brahmasutra and the Bhagavadgita, as interpreted by Madhva. 
While it is antagonistic to Sankara’s Absolutist Vedanta, it 
has closer affinity to Ramanuja’s ViSsistadvaita, insofar as the 
fundamental doctrines are concerned. It accepts the Brahman 
of the Upanisads as Supreme Being who is identified with 
personal God in the name of Visnu and who is endowed with 
numerous attributes. It also admits the reality of the cosmic 
universe and the existence of the eternal individual selves as 
distinct from Brahman. In view of it Vedanta Desika regards 
Madhva’s Dvaita as sannikrsta-mata or a philosophical system 
having closer affinity to Viéistadvaita.! Presumably, due to 
this reason he has not subjected Dvaita Vedanta to a criticism, 
unlike Sankara’s Advaita. Hence it is left out of a critical 
review in the Paramata-bhanga. However, he has made a few 
brief critical remarks in the Paramata-bhanga and also in his 
other works on a few important theories of Dvaita Vedanta 
which stand opposed to the Upanisadic teachings and the 
views of Badarayana. We shall consider these points in the 
present chapter. j i s 

With regard to Brahman, which is the central Ms o 

Vedanta, the major point of difference between the vaita 
Vedanta and Viéistadvaita is about the nature of causality of 
Brahman with reference to the universe. The issue involved 
is whether Brahman, which is the sole cause of the universe, 
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as stated in the Taittiriya Upanisad and the Vedantasittra, is 
the upadana-karana (material cause) of the universe or it is 
mere nimitta kàrana (instrumental cause) as in the illustration 
of the potter who makes the pot. In the instances which are 
cited in the Chandogya Upanisad? to elucidate the causal 
relationship between Brahman and the universe, the lump 
of clay is mentioned as the material cause of pot and other 
articles made of clay, with reference to the general statement 
viz. that the knowledge of one (causal) substance leads to 
the knowledge of all other products made out of it. The general 
statement is called pratijna and the illustration in support of 
it as drstanta. Taking these facts into consideration, Bàd arayana 
formulates the sutra which reads as: prakrtisca pratijfia drstanta 
anuparodhat) The sutra interpreted both by Sankara and 
Ramanuja means that Brahman is the material cause, the 
word prakrti being interpreted as upadana-karana on the basis 
of Panini sutra.* The adoption of this meaning for the term 
upadana is considered relevant, as otherwise the general 
statement (pratijna) and the illustration offered to elucidate 
it would not be meaningful. This is the view of Badarayana, 
as interpreted both by Sankara and Ramanuja. 

But Madhva, on the contrary, does not admit that Brahman 
is the upadana karana of Jagat, on the ground that the admission 
of upadanatva for Brahman would involy 
of the svarupa of Brahman. It is therefor 
of the universe. On the analogy of the 
produced by him. Prakrti or the primord 
accepted as material cause of the univer 
the universe through the will of Paramat 
offers a different interpretation for the 
with the material causality of Brahman. 
Chandogya passage on which the sutra is formulated, Madhva 
adopts a different Scriptural text as the 


E T SU y visaya-vakya for the 
sutra in support of his intepretation of the Sutra.» 
As explained by Vedanta DeSika in the Adhikarana-sárüvali 


the stand taken by Madhva that Brahman is not the material 
cause but it is only the nimitta-harana of the Universe eet 
philosophically sustainable. It is not only °pposed to the LN S 
of the Upanisads, particularly the passage of CD WS 
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also the views expressed by Bādarāyaņa in the Vedāntasūtra. 
According to the Upanişadic texts dealing with the causation 
of the universe (karana-vakyas), Brahman itself wills to become 
many. The Taittiriya Upanisad specifically states “tad-atmanam 
svayam akuruta," which means that Brahman itself evolved 
into the universe. Mundaka Upanisad uses the expression bhiitayoni 
for Brahman and cites the example of the spider weaving 
the web (out of its saliva). All these statements reveal that 
Brahman itself is the upadéna-karana of the universe. If it 
were only the instrumental cause, similar to the potter producing 
the pot, it cannot be the principal cause of the universe as in 
the case of the potter not being the principal cause of pot. It 
is therefore obvious that accordingly to Badarayana, Brahman 
which is defined in the Taittiriya Upanisad as the primary 
cause of the creation of the universe, is the material cause. If 
it were the mere instrumental cause, then there would be no 
justification for Badarayana in refuting the theory of sesvara- 
sankhya and the school of Pasupata which only accept Isvara 
as nimitta-karana. 

The admission of upadanatvafor Brahman would not effect 
the svarupa of Brahman as contended by Madhva. The author 
of the Vedantasütras has provided a suitable explanation for 
it. Brahman possesses vicitra-Sakti or variegated powers than 
it can undergo modification without affecting its svaripa. As 
elucidated by Ramanuja, Brahman does not directly undergo 
any transformation but it makes the prakrti, which is the body 
(Sarira) in the technical sense that it is always sustained and 
controlled by it, evolves itself into the universe. The changes 
on account of transformation apply to prakrti, which is the 
body of Jsvara, while Brahman which is its ddhara or supporter 
is not in any way affected. This is illustrated by the analogy 
of the self of an individual who passes through the states of 
boyhood, youth, manhood and old age, etc. is on eee 
by changes taking place in the body. According to te (ae pm 
epistemology, the changes in respect of the qualities (dharm 
of a substance do not affect the substratum (Bini). : 

: hap. 3 on Para-tattva, upadanatva is 
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pot. An entity is also regarded as upadana-karana when it 
serves as the basis for the avasthas or different states it undergoes 
(avasthantara yogitvam eva upadanatvam).’ The analogy of a 
boy growing as youth, man, old, etc. is of this type. In this 
case individual self associated with the physical body is the 
material cause by virtue of its being the asraya or serving as 
the substrate for the changes taking place in the body. In the 
case of the first instance, there is total transformation of the 
substance (svarüpa vikāra) but itis not so in the second instance. 
Brahman is ajada-dravya or spiritual substance and is it capable 
of assuming different states. The changes taking place in respect 
of prakrti do not affect Brahman. The concept of Sarira is 
applicable to prakrti, if we bear in mind the definition offered 
by Ramanuja for Sarira (see supra, chap. 1). Thus the Dvaita 
Vedanta suffers from this drawback by not admitting upadana- 
karanatva for Brahman. 

Another theory of Dvaita Vedanta which needs to be critically 
examined is the nature of relation of Brahman to the jzvas 
and also the universe (jagat). This is of greater importance 
in Vedanta than that of upadanatva of Brahman. All schools 
of Vedanta have admitted on the basis of the Upanisadic teaching, 
the three metaphysical principles, viz., Brahman, jiva, and 
jagat. The Svetasvatara describes these as bhokta (jiva), bhogya 
(object of experience) and preritara or controller of both. 
What is the nature of the relationship between these three 
ontological entities? This has engaged the attention of all 
the schools of Vedanta and divergent views are expressed 
regarding this matter. Even at the time of Badarayana, different 
views were held on this question by the ancient Vedanta teachers 
such as A$marathya, Audulomi and Kasakrtsna, as is evident 
from the references made to them by name in the Vedanta 
sutra. The issue involved is whether the relationship between 
Brahman and the jivas and also Brahman and jagat is one of 
non-difference (abheda) or difference (bheda) or difference 
and non-difference (bhedabheda). Y£ it is non-difference (abheda) 
is it absolute non-difference (kevala-abheda) in the sense of 
identity (tadatmya) or visista-abheda in the sense of oneness 
of a qualified entity. Logically these are three possibilities 
for explaining the relationship between the three ontological 
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entities admitted in the Vedanta. An answer to this important 
issue determines the nature of the Vedanta school as Advaita, 
Visistadvaita, Dvaita, and Bhedabheda. Students of Vedanta 
are familiar with these views and it is not necessary to go into 
these details. Sankara admits the relation of absolute non- 
difference ( kevala-bheda). His Vedanta is therefore characterized 
as Advaita or Absolute non-dualism. As against this theory, 
Madhva subscribes to the theory of kevala-bheda or absolute 
difference between the three ontological entities. His Vedanta 
is therefore designated as Dvaita. Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa 
and the later followers of their doctrine adopt bhedabheda- 
vada or both difference and non-difference between Brahman 
and the other two ontological entities. Ramanvja, on the contrary, 
accepts both bheda and abheda relation from different stand 
points unlike Bhaskara and Yadavaprakaéa. That is, the three 
ontological principles are absolutely different (atyantabheda) 
but Brahman as inherently or inseparably related to jivas 
and the jagat (visista tattva) is one (abheda). Hence the Vedanta 
of Ramanuja is designated as Visista-Advaita or oneness or 
Brahman as organically related to jzvas and jagat. We shall 
not enter into the discussion of the details of these doctrines. 
We are at present only concerned with the consideration of 
the issue whether the stand adopted by Madhva in this regard 
is philosophically sustainable. 

As pointed out earlier, the Upanisads speak of both difference 
and also non-difference between these ontological entities. 
There are some Upanisadic texts which speak of non-difference 
between Brahman and jiva and also Brahman and the jagat. 
There are also several Upanisadic texts which point out that 
the three ontological entities are different by virtue of their 
intrinsic nature. The Upanisads which is the Revealed Scripture 
cannot teach two different theories. The apparent conflict 
therefore needs to be reconciled. Each exponent of Vedanta 

> : cile this conflict. Sankara 
offers his own explanation to recon a (abheda 
who upholds the doctrine of absolute non-di erence ( 
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Madhva, on the contrary, who subscribes to the theory of 
bheda or difference among the ontological entities accords 
greater validity to the texts speaking bheda and lesser validity 
or importance to the texts teaching non-difference. The abheda 
referred to in the Upanisadic texts is taken by Madhva in a 
figurative sense. As a compromise between these two extreme 
views, Bhaskara and Yadavaprakaésa as well as other bhedabheda- 
vàdins speak of both difference an non-difference. As these 
two concepts—bheda and abheda—involve self-contradiction, 
it has not received serious attention of the Vedantins. 

Ramanuja, on the other hand, attempts to reconcile the 
conflict by according equal validity to both kinds of Upanisadic 
texts. He admits both bheda and abheda between the.three 
ontological entities—from different standpoints. The three 
ontological entities—/svara, cit, and acit—are different as taught 
in the Upanisad, by virtue of the difference in respect of 
their intrinsic nature. But at the same time, abheda or unity 
of the three entities is maintained by emphasizing the fact 
that Brahman as organically related to the jzvas and the universe 
(as a visista tattva) is one Reality. This explanation is offered 
on the authority of Antaryam: Brahmana of the Brhadaranyaka 
Upanisad which repeatedly points out that Brahman abides 
in all the sentient and non-sentient entities as their Inner 
Controller, and all the entities are its sarira or body in a 
metaphysical sense; while Brahman itself is the Universal Self 
(Sarit). The merit of this theory is that both the bheda Srutis 
and abheda $rutis are accorded equal validity by admitting 
both abheda and bheda in their primary sense. That is, Brahman 
as organically related to the jzvas and the jagat, is one visista 
Reality, while the three ontological entities are absolutely 
different by virtue of their intrinsic nature. 

This explanation offered by Ramanuja is in full conformity 
with the views expressed by Badarayana in the Vedantasiitras. 
There are two adhikaranas (topical sections 
deal with the questions of the relation of Br. 
The first one is named Vakyanvayadhikara 
pada of the first adhyaya, in which the relation of jivdtman to 
Brahman is dealt with. The second is called Améadhj 
included in the second pada of the se Sadhikanana 
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the nature of the relation of Jiva to Brahman is specifically 
explained by Badarayana. As regards the relation of Brahman 
to jagat is concerned, it is discussed in Arambhanadhikarana 
and Ahikundaladhikarana included in the second pada of 
the third adhyaya. 
In the Vakyanvayadhikarana, as explained both by Sankara 
and .Ramanuja, Badarayana, while discussing the import of 
the term átman employed in the passage of Maitreyi Brahmana, 
mentions names of three sages, A$marathya, Audulomi, and 
Kasakrtsna, who held differing views regarding the relation 
of jiva to Brahman.® The sütras containing the views of 
Asmarathya and Audulomi, as interpreted by Sankara and 
Ramanuja, convey that the relation of jiva to Brahman is 
either difference (abheda) or difference and non-difference 
(bhedabheda). The view expressed by Kasakrtsna is regarded 
as the view of Badarayana both by Sankara and Ramanuja. 
The relevant sutra reads: avasthiteh iti Kasakrtsnah (VS, 1.4.22). 
It means that the Supreme Self (Paramdatman) exists in the 
individual self (avasthiteh) . Sankara interprets the term avasthiti 
in the sense that the highest self exists as if it were jiva, to 
conform to the doctrine of identity of jtva and Brahman. But 
the term taken in the proper sense should mean, as Ramanuja 
interprets, that Brahman abides in jzvatman. According to 
the Antaryami Brahmana of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, Brahman 
abides in jzvatman (ya atmani tisthan), as its antaryamin. In 
view of it, the implication of this sutra with reference to the 
relation of jzva to Brahman, is not non-difference, as Sankara 
interprets, but one of inherent relation and by virtue of 
Brahman’s immanence in the jiva, the two as inseparably 
related is one (visista vivaksaya ekatva), as explained by Vedanta 
De&ika.? : 
b explanation, though not explicitly conveyed in the 
Vakyanvayadhikarana, becomes evidentin the ig rhe tne 
in which Badarayana states clearly tha gasa asgan er 9. 
Brahman. The relevant sutra reads: amso nana vyapadesat 
= NO that the jzvatman is part of Brahman 
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non-difference (anyatha ca). In order to reconcile both these 
conflicting teachings, jiva is to be regarded as arma or part 
of Brahman. The term ama literally means part but j;va cannot 
be taken as part of Brahman for the reason that Brahman is 
niravyaya or devoid of parts. It is therefore interpreted in 
two ways: (a) as if it is a part (amsa iva), as Sankara means 
and (b) as an essential characteristic of Brahman (asadhàrana 
dharma) of a visista entity as Ramanuja explains. The meaning 
offered by Sankara is not tenable because Brahman and jiva 
are not identical but are different by nature. Hence the other 
meaning offered by Rāmānuja is more appropriate since it 
conforms to the views of bheda and abheda with regard to 
jtva’s relation to Brahman. 

These two sutras—“Avasthiteh iti Kasakrisnah” and “Améo 
nana-vyapadesat anyatha ca" clearly indicate that Brahman and 
jiva are inherently related and in view of it, the two though 
are different, can also be regarded as non-different by virtue 
of its immanence in it. If such an explanation is not admitted 
it would not be possible to uphold the validity of the two 
kinds of Upanisadic texts speaking of both difference and 
non-difference in the primary sense. The other plausible 
explanationas adopted by Sankara is that only Brahman is 
absolutely real, whereas the jivasare illusory being the reflections 
of Brahman in the antahkaranas. As there is only one Reality 
which is absolutely real, abheda or non-difference stands 
established. The texts which teach difference between Brahman 
and jrvas are to be taken, according to Sankara, in 
sense and these are of lesser validity, 
texts emphasizing abheda. But this expla: 
earlier, is untenable, because Scri 
difference and non-difference between Brahman and jwas 
in the primary sense, as conveyed by the expressions nānā 
and anyatha vyapadesat by Badarayana. The term vyapadesa 
implies primary sense, according to Panini. 

In dealing with the subject of relation 
jrvas, Madhva takes an altogether different 
respect, he deviates from the teachin 
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Aham brahmasmi, Ayam ātmā brahma. Based on the U 
texts Bādarāyaņa also acknowledges abheda relation as conveyed 
in the two sutras to which we have referred. In order to 
accommodate the teachings of the abheda $rutis, Badarayana 
employs the terms avasthiti and améain these sütras respectively. 
Madhva does not admit that Vakyanvayadhikarana deals with 
the subject of the relation of jiva to Brahman. This adhikarana 
and the relevant sütras are explained in a different way without 
reference to jiva’s relation to Brahman. The sūtra in the 
Am$adhikarana is no doubt acknowledged by him as dealing 
with the subject of jiva’s relation to Brahman but he offers a 
different explanation to the term ama, to fit with his premise 
that abheda spoken of in the sütrais to be taken in the secondary 
sense. The term asa for Madhva implies sádréya or similarity 
between Brahman and jiva in respect of some qualities, such 
as jnadna and ànanda. Mere similarity between two entities, 
such as moon and the face of an attractive woman, cannot 
prove non-difference between the two. To overcome the 
objection, the followers of Madhva add the qualification of 
dependence of one on the other (tadadhinatva), as in the 
example of the jar on the floor. But the dependence of one 
on the other (tadadhina) also does not convey an inherent 
relation because such relation is separable. The word avasthiti 
employed by the Vedantasütra on the basis of Antaryami Brahmana 
refers to a permanent and inseparable relationship between 
jivaand Brahman. Madhva uses the terms bimba and pratibimba 
to explain the relation of Brahman to jiva. Brahman is bimba, 
while jiva is its pratibimba, not in the sense of reflection, as 
Advaitin says but in a technical sense as a dependent reality. 
Even this explanation does not prove the intimate or inherent 
relationship that exists between these ontological entities, as 
sthiti and amsa employed by 
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Arambhanadhikarana and Ahikundaladhikarana of the 
Vedantasutras deal with the question of the relation of the 
universe to Brahman. The Vedantasutra mentioned in the 
Arambhanadhikarana deals with the question whether Brahman 
which is the cause of the universe and the jagat which is its 
effect is different or non-different. The relevant sutra reads: 
Tad-ananyatvam ürambhana śabdādibhyah.!! This sūtra is framed 
by Badarayana on the basis of the Chandogya passage in which 
the causal relation between Brahman and the jagatis discussed 
on the analogy of the clay and the pot, etc., made out'of it. 
The word arambhana mentioned in the sutra occurs in this 
Upanisadic statement (vàcarambhamam vikaro..).? The word 
ananyatva is used to explain that cause and effect are not 
absolutely different, as Naiyayikas believe but are non-distinct 
as otherwise a causal relationship cannot be satisfactorily 
explained. 

This sutra, if properly interpreted, implies that though 
Brahman as cause and the jagat as effect are different they 
are also non-different (ananya) in the sense that it is the same 
Brahman as associated with cit and acit in their subtle form 
becomes Brahman as associated with cit and acit in, their 
gross from after the creation of the universe. This is the view 
expressed by Ramanuja. It is necessary to adopt this interpretation 
to explain the non-difference hetween Brahman and jagat, 
as conveyed in such Upanisadic texts as sarvam khalu idan 
brahma, àtmevaidam sarvam, etc., which equate Brahman and 
jagat. 

3 Madhva does not accept this view. This sūtra in the 
Arambhanadhikarana is interpreted in a d 
the first place he does not make any reference to the passage 
on the ae naichs in wbich the Word Grambhana is used and 
RR M aie He quits the vindi 
universe, though contextually this IS the origin. of the 

5 4 Passage in not relevant 
for the sutra formulated by Badarayana to discuss the causal 
relationship between Brahman and Jagat. Madhya attempts 
by adopting a novel interpretation of the Stitra, to prove ae 
a double negation (ananyatva) that Brahman is thein dependent 
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cause and all the accessories such as prakrti, jivas, kala, karma, 
etc., are by hypothesis metaphysically dependent on Brahman, 13 
The Ahikundaladhikarana included in the second pada of 
third adhyaya specifically discusses the question of relation 
of the universe to Brahman, according to Ramanuja (the relation 
of jiva to Brahman, according to Sankara). Badarayana 
introduces three sitras!4 in which he refers to the different 
views regarding the nature ofthe relation in terms of bhedabheda 
and abheda (non-difference) by citing two illustrations: (1) 
The serpent and its coil (ahi-kundala) and (2) The luminous 
body and its light (prakasa and prakasaíraya). The illustration 
of the serpent and its coil conveys the idea of difference- 
cum-non-difference between Brahman and jaa, according 
to Sarnkara. As a serpent it is one but if we look at the coils, 
there is difference. On the basis of this explanation, the jiva, 
prior to its liberation, is different and after liberation, it becomes 
identical with Brahman. According to Ramanuja, this illustration 
conveys the idea of non-difference between Brahman and 
the non-sentient universe. That is, the non-sentient universe 
constitutes the special form (samsthana visesa) of Brahman, 
as coil of the serpent. The illustration of light and its substrate 
indicates both difference and non-difference. The light and 
its luminous body are different but at the same time they are 
identical insofar as both are of the same nature of lustre 
(tejas). E Met 
Both these sūtras are taken to support two prima facie views, 
both according to Sankara and Ramanuja, since Badarayana 
offers his view in a subsequent sūtra. The sutra in which Badarayana 
conveys his own view reads as purvavad va. It literally means 
as stated previously. The word va implies that the view ione 
in the present sütra is different from the two prima facie 
theories referred to earlier which are considered to be defective. 
Seis f the doctrine of identity refers 
Sankara, as an advocate o à RAE d 
to an earlier sūtra, which speaks of nodes ji z 
jiva and Brahman as in the case of the PE Me à 
as the sun and its reflection in the waves. Srann 
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in the Amáéadhikarana in which the relation of j?va to Brahman 
is explained in terms of ama, which property interpreted 
impliesan integral partin the sense ofan essential or distinguishing 
attribute being inherently related to its substance. By virtue 
of Brahman abiding eternally in jzva, as stated in the Antaryami 
Brahmana and also by Badarayana by using the expression 
avasthiteh. Brahman and jiva are non-different in the sense 
that Brahman as organically or inherently related to jiva is 
one as a visista tattva, though Brahman and iva are different 
by their very nature. Thus the relation of both abheda and 
bheda between Brahman and j?va as well as Brahman and 
jagatare reconciled without relegating bheda Srutis to the category 
of lesser validity. 

Madhva unfortunately does not acknowledge that 
Ahikundaladhikarana deals with the relation of either jiva 
to Brahman, as Sankara does, nor that between universe and 
Brahman, as Ramanuja interprets. According to him, these 
sutras deal with the question of the relation of Brahman and 
its attributes. He raises the issue, claimed as the prima facie 
theory, whether the attributes such as bliss (ananda), knowledge, 
power, etc. can also constitute the essence of Brahman. Accord- 
ing to Badarayana, as interpreted by Madhva, there is no 
contradiction in Brahman being the essence of these attributes 
and also it possessing these attributes as its property since 
both these facts are borne by the testimony of Sruits. The 
illustrations cited by Badarayana are intended, according to 
Madhya, to prove the identity of the attributes with Brahman 
on the basis on the doctrine of non-differ 
and gum: admitted by Madhva. 
; Without entering into the discussion of the merit of this 
interpretation it may be noted that Ma 
of Dvaita Vedānta does not admit that the 
establishes that Brahman and 
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two, as explained by Ramànuja on the basis of the sutra and 
the Upanisads. Difference between the 
is of greater importance to Madhya t 
(abheda) or organic unity. Such a theory of relationship between 
the three ontological entities, viz., Isvara, jiva, jagat does 
not conform either to the Upanisadic teachings or the Vedanta- 
sutras of Badarayana. This is a major drawback of Dvaita 
Vedanta in the same way as Advaita Vedanta of Sankara which 
suffers from the defect of emphasizing absolute non-difference 
without acknowledging the real difference that exists between 
Brahman and jiva as well as jagat, as warranted by the Scriptural 
texts and the Vedantasutras. 

The third major theory of Dvaita Vedanta which is also 
open to criticism is ananda-taratamya or the gradations of 
experience of nanda or bliss in the state of mukti by the 
muktas or the souls liberated from bondage. This theory is 
advanced by Madhva on the basis of the premise that jivas 
including the mukta jivas are different from each other in 
respect of their intrinsic nature (svarupatah bheda) and hence 
even in the state of moksa each jiva enjoys only its quantum 
of ànanda in accordance with its status. In support of this 
unusual theory, not accepted by any other earlier Vedanta 
schools, either Bhaskara, Yadavaprakasa and Ramanuja, Madhva 
seeks the support from a few Upanisadic passage and in 
particular the passage in the Anandavalli of Taittiriya, by 
misconstruing the import of the text in favour of his theory. 

Whatever may be the merit of this theory, it does not conform 
either to the teachings of the Upanisads or the Vedantasutras 
of Badarayana dealing with the status of mukta. The major 
point of criticism against this theory, as explicitly stated by 
Vedanta Deśika. Paramata-bhanga also in one of his works, 
hatte opposed to due text of Mundaka Uni, which 
categorically states that the jwa, aften eS UN a 
bondage, attains a status of samya or similarity w LAN 

J mira sianah paramam samyam upaiti. 
The relevant text reads: niranjanah p by using the 
The Bhagavadgital? also reiterates the same by ud 
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qualities of Brahman along with Brahman (so’ asnute sarvan 
kaman saha brahmana vipascita). In view of these Scriptural 
texts. Vedanta Desika remarks that Anandatirtha (Madhva) in 
advocating the Anandatàratamya, ignored the Samyasruti.19 
Further, there is no difference between one mukta jiva 
and another in the state of moksa. The difference between 
one jzva and another is made only in respect of the nature of 
the body assumed by it. Intrinsically, they are alike. This is 
well brought out in the verses of the sixth adhyàya of Bhagavad- 
gità, as correctly interpreted by Ramanuja.2° With the removal 
of bondage and dissolution of the body, the jzvas are not 
different. They are all alike in respect of their intrinsic nature. 
The plurality of jivas is due to the fact that they are infinite 
in number (ananta) and also are eternal (nitya), as stated in 
the Upanisads. The postulation of a visesa or a special quality 
as inherent in each j?va to distinguish one from the other is 
logically not sustainable, as it cannot be proved by any of the 
pramanas. 'This point is brought out in the criticism levelled 
against the theory of visesa postulated by the Vaisesika as a 
separate concept.?! If one jiva is to be distinguished from 
another, it is done on the basis of the upadhi or limiting 
conditions such as time factor (kala), place (de$a) and functions 
performed and more importantly with reference to the type 
of the body with which it is associated due to past karma, 
during the state of bondage. In the state of moksa, if a distinction 
is drawn between one mukta and another mukta and such as 
Visvaksena, Adigesa, and Garuda, who perform special services 
for the Lord, these are due to the functions they perform in 
accordance with the sankalpa or Paramatman, Hence Madhva’s 


doctrine of Anandataratamya is unsound philosophically and 
logically. 
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Bhedabheda Vedanta of 
Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa 


A DIFFERENT FROM Advaita Vedānta of Sankara, a few other 

chools of Vedanta were developed by the exponents such 
as Bhaskara, Yadavaprakaáa, Nimbarka, and the followers of 
Caitanya. Chronologically Bhaskara and Yadavaprakaéa came 
soon after Sankara but earlier than Ramanuja and Madhya, 
whereas Nimbarka came after Ramanuja and Madhva.! The 
followers of Caitanya came long after Madhva. Though all 
these schools are categorized under the heading of the 
Bhedabhedavadins or the upholders of the doctrine that the 
relationship between Brahman and the Jiva as well as Brahman 
and the jagat is one of difference and non-difference, they 
are acknowledged as distinct schools of Vedanta and designated 
differently as Aupadhika-bhedabhedavada (Bhaskara), 
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Bhedabhedavadins. The objective of including these schools 
in the Paramata-bhangais to prove that the concept of bhedabheda 
Sinon logically tenable and the system of Vedānta based on 
this doctrine is totally opposed to Viśiştādāvaita Vedanta. The 
later schools founded by Nimbarka and the followers of Caitanya 
are not included in the Paramata-bhanga for the obvious reason 
that they came into existence long after Vedanta De&ika. However 
as these are modified forms of the Vedànta of Bhaskara and 
Yadavaprakaga, the criticisms offered against Bhaskara and 
Yadavaprakaga would also be applicable to them. We shall 
therefore present a critical review of the schools of Yadavaprakasa 
and Bhaskara in detail and mention briefly about other later 
nons of Bhedabheda, though not dealt with by Vedanta 
esika. 

In the Paramata-bhanga the school of Bhaskara comes up 
for critical examination soon after the examination of Jainism 
in the same way as the Advaita of Sankara follows soon after 
Buddhism. Though both Advaita of Sankara and the Bheda- 
bheda of Bhaskara are orthodox Vedanta schools based on 
the Upanisads and the Vedantasutra, the justification for 
consideration of these schools along with the unorthodox 
non-Vedic schools—Buddhism and Jainism is that in the opinion 
of Vedanta De$ika, both these schools have some common 
features in respect of their main tenets with that of Buddhism 
and Jainism respectively. Though prima facie such a treatment 
accorded to Advaita and Bhaskara’s Vedanta is not fair, it is 
not considered inappropriate by Vedanta Desika for the main 
reason that Advaita has adopted the postulate of avidya to 
account for the phenomenal character of jzvas and jagat in 
the same way as the Madhyamika Buddhists adopt the concept 
of samrti to explain the existence of the phenomenal universe. 
Similarly Bhaskara has admitted the concept of Bhedabheda 
of Jainism, ignoring the self-contradiction involved in it, to 
explain the nature of the relation of Brahman to jtvas as in 
the case of Jainas for whom the relation of dravyas to the 

E ibutes) is one of bhedaand abheda. Hence Vedanta 
fui geo Est ita as Pracchanna-bauddha and Bhaskara 
Deśika characterizes Advaita as 

; dant, Though this phraseology may sound 
as Jaina-, gandhi vedant. g indicated the defective 
as a strong criticism, it is employed to indi 
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nature of both these schools of Vedanta, since the concept of 
avidyain the sense understood by Advaita as sadasad-vilaksana 
has no basis in the Upanisads or the Brahmasütras. Similarly 
the description of the relation of Brahman to jivas as one of 
abheda and bheda logically involves a self-contradiction. This 
is a general criticism applicable to all schools of Bhedabheda 
in whichever form it is presented. 


CRITICISM OF THE DOCTRINE OF YADAVAPRAKASA 


Coming to the detailed criticism of the Bhedabhedavadas, 
Vedanta Desika first takes up the main doctrine of Yadavaprakasa 
because the criticisms levelled against this school are also 
applicable to Bhaskara. According to Yadavaprakasa, Brahman 
which is conceived as sat is the only ultimate Reality. It is of 
the nature of self-luminous knowledge (svaprakasa) and 
omnipotence (sarva-sakti). It comprises three parts (amas). 
These are Ivara or God, purusa or the jiva and prakrti or 
the primordial cosmic matter. All these are eternal and non- 
different from Brahman. 

Vedanta DeSika points out that such a conception of the 
ultimate Reality is most unsound, because it is opposed to 
the teachings of the Upanisads which categorically state that 
Brahman is niramsa or devoid of parts and that it is different 
from prakrtias well as purusaand that Isvara is the very Brahman.” 
It may be objected that, the three principles, viz., [svara, jiva 
and prakrti as amas of Brahman are different from the sat 
and hence it cannot be claimed that sat is one Reality. This 
objection is ruled out by Yadavaprakaáa on the ground that 
the element of sat is recurrent in all the three and as such 
all the three principles are not different from Brahman. This 
is explained on the analogy of the ocean and the foam (phena), 
bubbles, waves, etc., arising from the calm sea water. Though 
the modifications of the calm sea are different from the sea, 
these are not actually different from the sea. 

This explanation does not hold good, contends Vedanta 
Desika. When all the modifications of the sea water become 
re-absorbed in the sea, It Is not possible to determine the part 
of the sea in which these are absorbed and the part from which 
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they again arise (avyavasthitabhaga). If this position is accepted 
it would follow that each time the jwas come into existence 
similar to the rise of the waves. Such a theory would militate 
against the theory of eternality of Ivara, jiva and prakrti. 
Besides, the new jzvas would be subjected to the experience 
of the effects of karma not experienced in earlier births and 
also the destruction of the effects of deeds acquired in earlier 
births. If it be argued that the origin of these /aítvas takes 
place from a separate fixed part of sat (vyavasthita-bhaga), 
then it would amount to the admission of four parts in. sat 
instead of three. Another difficulty arises with regard to explaining 
the relationship between the fourth part and the other three 
parts and in terms of bheda or abheda. The admission of both 
bheda and abheda involves contradiction. If it is both bheda 
and abheda, then the criticism offered against the Jaina theory 
of bheda and abheda would also apply to this case. 

Coming to further details of the threefold nature of sat, 
Vedanta Deśika points out that the concept of Jsvara as an 
amsa of Brahman is defective. [svara as part of Brahman is 
regarded as possessing unsurpassing jana, ananda, aisvarya 
(glory) and that these qualities become eternally manifest 
(avirbhüta) in Him. This view cannot be sustained. If these 
qualities are already present in Brahman which is comparable 
to the calm ocean free from waves, etc., then these should be 
present at all times in Brahman since these are not eclipsed 
by anything else. In that case, if they become newly manifest 
in Isvara, then these attributes become newly revealed in Jsvara. 
If it is argued that their manifestation in J$vara is due to the 
fact that He is part of Brahman, then they should also be 
manifest in the jtvas and prakrti since these are also amsas of 

it is not so. 
p 5e admits that Isvarais also of pee nature 
viz, vijfidnamaya, manomaya, and prdnamaya, If this meats 
that the svarüpa of [svara comprises three forms, then it wou 

ili i 1 Scriptural texts which emphasise 
militate against the severa P 
the unitary character of T bedienen ad Aeon of 

There are a few ost ld. But these, when subjected 
the concept of /$vara as threefold. 


to critical analysis, fall to the ground. 
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The theory of jiva as part of Brahman is also open to criticism. 
According to Yadavaprakasa, the difference between jiva and 
Brahman is not caused by upadhi or limiting adjuncts as in 
the case of Bhaskara, but it is svübhavika, that is, it is real 
and natural. In such a theory, only one, the samasti-purusa 
or the aggregate of all jzvas known as Hiranyagarbha, is regarded 
as bhokta or the subject of all experiences and all the other 
individual jzvas who are different, are the modifications of 
the samasti-purusa. Such individual selves are separate from 
each other with their own bodies. They are amu in nature 
and numerous. They are also eternal (nityas). Such an explanation 
offered by Yadavaprakasa is defective because it militates 
against the Scriptural teaching which emphasizes the eternality 
of jiva (jtva nityatva). This is according to the view that jivas 
are modifications of the samasti-purusa. If, on the other hand, 
the individual jivas are also taken as different part of the 
aggregate purusa (samudaya ekade$a-visesa) similar to the trees 
of the jungle (vana) and the individual trees (urksadinam 
vana), then there would be no difference between samasti- 
purusa and single individual jiva, just as the trees of the jungle 
are not different from the individual trees. 

It may be argued that j;vas are parts of Brahman and hence 
some attributes of Brahman are manifest in some jivas while 
some are eclipsed. Therefore the samasti Jiva and manifested 
jrvas differ from each other. But such an explanation does 
not hold good. If the feature of jiva being an améa of Brahman 
is common to all jrvas, then the gunas of Brahman should be 
equally present in all j;vas at all times. It is possible to explain 
that these differences in the jivas are the natural qualities of 
the jrvas, similar to the general qualities such as rupa, rasa, 


etc., in objects. But such gunas cannot constitute the attributes 
of Brahman as sat which is recurrent in all amsas 


The classification of jivas into three ma 
as siddhas, baddhas, and muktas and furth 
siddhas into two groups as ajrianasiddhas 
also defective as it is not warranted by a 
Smrti texts. In the same way the descriptio 
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powers such as anima, garima, etc., is also defective. This view 
also stands rejected since the yogasiddhas have been included 
among the category of baddhas. 

The theory of three types of bondage, viz., prakrti-bandha, 
vaikarika-bandha, and daksina-bandha with which baddha jivas 
are associated is also unsound as it is opposed to the commonly 
associated theory of bondage in the form of punya-papa-rupa 
karma. 

E | 

In the case of mukta jivas, it is believed that only seven 
gunas (attributes) become manifested in the state of mukti. 
This is also opposed to the Scriptural text according to which 
eight gunas which are inherent in jrvátman become manifested 
in the state of mukti.4 If muktas are free to enjoy ananda or 
bliss of Brahman there should be no objection to admit satya- 
sankalpatva too, which is the eighth guna, in the state of mukti. 

There are a few other details regarding the relationship 
between Brahman and jiva in the state of mukti. All these are 
unsound, contends Vedanta Desika.® 

The views advanced regarding the nature of prakrti which 
is a part of Brahman according to Yadava are also untenable. 
If prakrti is part of Brahman, it is not appropriate to regard 
it as acetana on the ground that brahma-gunas are eclipsed in 
it. According to the Smrti texts, itis acetana by its very nature.® 
According to Yadavaprakasa prakrti itself is of three kinds, 
viz., kala (time), paramakasa (transcendental world) and avyaktam 
(unmanifest prakrti). This viewis untenable because itis opposed 
to the commonly accepted pramanas according to which prakrti 
is different from kala and paramakasa. Pee 

Coming to the evolutes of prakrti, Yadava makes a distinction 
between jnanendriyas and karmendriyas. The karmendriyas Ed 
regarded as having been produced for each body eue y- 
There is no pramanain support of this view. Such a exp apation 
is opposed to the statements which mention the origin an 


dissolution of all indriyas. This is also opposed to the Vedanta- 


sütraand Smrti texts which teach about the nature of indriyas— 


ina d karmendriyas. jM 

nm JRA E BA Vedanta Deśika refers to the following invocatory 
verse of Katyayanakarika which is considered to be ae. b =e, 
for Bhedabhedavada of Yadavaprakasa and which is claime 


as the view of a sage: 
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Isvara avyakrta prana virat bhütendriyormibhih; 

Jüt pranrtyadiva Gbhati tasmai sad-brahmane namah. 

I offer my salutation to that sat which is Brahman and from which 
emanate like waves (from the calm sea) JSvara, unmanifest prakrti 
(avyakrta) and prana, buddhi, ahankara, and indriyas as well as elements. 


Even if this is considered as a doctrine promulgated by a 
sage, it is to be ignored since it is opposed to the Scriptural 
teachings. 

In the same way, the doctrine advanced by Brahmadatta 
(claimed to be an exponent of Bhedabhedavada and svarupa- 
parinama for Brahman, stands rejected on the basis of the 
criticisms advanced against Yadavaprakasa. If Sruti and Smrti 
texts speak of bhedabheda between ontological entities, these 
are to be explained on the basis of bheda and abheda from 
different standpoints (visista akara bheda). 


CRITICISM OF THE DOCTRINE OF BHASKARA 


Similar to the doctrine of Yadavaprakasa, Bhaskara also maintains 
that sat which denotes Brahman is the only one ultimate Reality. 
It contains in it [Svaramsa or the aspect of Isvara which is 
eternally Omniscient and Omnipotent (sarvasakta). It is also 
associated with upadhi or the limiting adjunct named avidyà, 
which unlike in Advaita Vedanta is real and which transforms 
itself into prakrti and its evolutes such as mahat, ahankara, 
etc. It is always acetanaà or non-sentient in character. Jívara, 
who is eternal and anadi, takes the form of jivas due to the 
association with upadhiin the form of bodies caused by avidyà. 
When jrvas become free from the limiting conditions, they 
become one with Isvara. This is explained on the analogy of 
ether (aka$sa) which is one, becomes many when conditioned 
by several pots, but with the destruction of the pots several 
Gkasas become one." 
^ Mens Desika PAR out that all these arguments advanced 
Bhaskara to establish his i 7 
T these are subjected cec puc 
the main teaching of Bhaskara, viz., that m i P 
>, oting Brahman 


alone is one Reality and that it comprises two parts, viz., cit 
3 o 
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and acit in the form of Isvara and that these are different 
and non-different from the upadhi, are opposed to Sruti and 
Smrti texts. Besides as in the case of Jaina doctrine of bhedabheda 
relation between dravya and paryayas or qualities, it is logically 
untenable since bheda and abheda are mutually contradictory. 

According to Bhaskara, jiva and Isvara axe essentially non- 
different (svabhavika-abheda) but they are different due to 
the limiting condition (aupadhika). That is, jtva is considered 
different due to the association of avidyà with Brahman. This 
is similar to the ocean and the waves, etc., arising from it. 
Though the waves and the ocean are essentially the same, 
the waves as such are regarded as different from the ocean. 
When the waves subside, the two become one. 

The distinction drawn between svabhavika abheda and aupadhika- 
bheda between Brahman and jiva cannot be established either 
by pratyaksa or anumana due to the fact that both these ontological 
entities are beyond the scope of perception. In the absence 
of perception, inference which is dependent on the basis of 
invariable concomitance (vyapti) between sadhya and hetu cannot 
also be formulated to prove the theory. The Scriptural texts 
also do not reveal that there is suabhavika-abheda and aupadhika- 
bheda between these two ontological entities. The Scriptural 
texts which speak of both abheda (tat-tvamasi) and bheda (such 
as jña ajfia) and also texts referring to the relationship between 
the two in terms of sarira and Sar do not explicitly convey 
the idea of aupadhika-bheda between Kvara and jiva. If some 
Scriptural texts refer to the oneness of jwa and Brahman in 
the state of mukti, it is to be understood in the sense of d 
or sddharmya or equal status in respect of certain attributes 

e. dts 
BW text? which states on the maner ofthe Hes 
flowing into the ocean becoming one with it, do A NT 

bsolute dissolution or absorption of river water W. 
UA It signifies that the river water is mixed with sea water 


and the two become indistinguishable but not totally lost. 


This is to be understood in the same way as in the illustration 


i l 
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pr poured into pure water contained in a jug becomes 
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the same (tadrgeva-bhavati). This does not mean that water 
of the small vessel becomes absorbed or lost in it, but on the 
other hand, it only means that it remains mixed with it and 
also becomes pure. This is evident from the fact that the level 
of water in the jug increases with the mixing of water of the 
small vessel. 

The illustration of the akasa, conditioned by the pots of 
different sizes, becomes one with the all-pervasive akasa with 
the destruction of the pots, does not support the theory of 
Bhaskara, viz., that the jzvas which are conditioned by the 
bodies become identical with Brahman because conditioned 
akasas do not acquire any new character of identity 
(svarupaikyapatti). The jrvas by their very nature are the same 
as Brahman, according to Bhaskara. The characteristic of 
their being different from Brahman caused by limiting conditions 
ceases to exist. In the same way, jiva which by its very nature 
is one with Brahman, assumes the same condition as it was 
before with the cessation of karma. 

There are similar statements in the Visnupurdna!® which 
prima facie lend support to the theory of Bhaskara. But these 
texts, if properly interpreted with reference to the context, 
emphasise the difference that exists between jwasand Brahman 
and they do not prove absolute identity. !! 

If, according to the central doctrine of Bhaskara, j?va is 
the very Brahman conditioned by the limiting adjunct, it is 
not possible to speak of difference between the two ontological 
entities of different nature only on the basis of upadhi, on 
the analogy of the limited akasa and the all-pervasive ethereal 
akasa conditioned by the pots. Besides, it would militate against 
the Gita teaching which describes jiva as acchedya or non- 
divisible. If that part of the all-pervasive Brahman becomes 
jiva when it is conditioned by the upadhi in the form the 
body, then with the change of the bodies new jivas which 
condition other parts of Brahman, would not be able to carry 
with itthe experiences ofthe deeds performed earlier. Besides, 
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moksa prasangah). If that part of Brahman which becomes 
associated with upadhi becomes free from bondage, the same 
becomes associated with another upadhi and thus becomes 
again bound. It cannot be said that only a particular fixed 
part of Brahman becomes associated with upadhis and as such 
Brahman is not subject to bondage and release all the time 
since there is no basis to postulate such a theory. Nor can it 
be said that upadhi is vibhu or all-pervasive and such a Brahman 
conditioned by upddhi becomes jiva. This goes against the 
theory of jiva as anus or monadic, accepted by Bhaskara. 
Further, all the upadhisin the form of bodies which experience 
sukha and duhkha would become applicable to Brahman also. 
This would be opposed to the theory of Isvara being free 
from all afflictions. If it is argued that jiva is upadhi-visista 
Brahman and such a Brahman is not affected by suffering, 
which actually applies to upadhi and not to Brahman, then it 
would amount to the admission of Carvaka doctrine. To escape 
these criticisms it is safer to accept the theory that jivas as 
associated with bondage in the form of bodies and sense organs 
experience pleasure and pain and with the removal of bondage, 
these jivas attain the status of Brahman. Such a theory is sounder 
and is in accordance with Sruti and Smrti texts. 

After criticizing the doctrines of Yadava and Bhaskara 
separately, Vedanta Desika points out the common defect of 
both the schools of Bhedabhedavadins—(1) those who maintain 
that J$vara and jivas are by their very nature different and 
also non-different and (2) those who uphold that both these 
entities are by their very nature non-different (abheda) but 


they are different (bheda) due to upadhi. If Ivara, according 


to these schools, is an amsa of Brahman and He is by nature 


omniscient (svatah sarvajnah), the question is raised juni 
or not this [svara is aware that jiva which is ROC atsa o 
Brahman or the very Brahman conditioned oiga is Res 
different from Him? If He is not aware of it, then He can 
ina. If He knows this fact, then He would 


be regarded as sarua] n $ ie 
ienci ictions of jzvas and consequently 
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endlessly. Similarly if J$vara and jiva are non-different, then 
the special (exclusive) characteristics of J$vara such as ànanda 
would also be applicable to j?va. 


we o 
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SVABHAVIKA BHEDABHEDA VEDANTA OF NIMBARKA 


IMBARKA WAS born in south India about the middle of 

fourteenth century. According to modern scholars he 
belongs to the period later than Ramanuja and Madhva.! Though 
like other theistic schools of Vedanta, he admits three tattvas— 
Brahman, jiva, and jagat, he differs from them in advocating 
the relation of bheda and abheda between Brahman and jivas 
and Brahman and jagat. This relationship, according to him 
is also not aupadhika, that is, it is not caused by upadhi or 
limiting adjunct as in the case of Bhaskara but it is svabhavika, 
that is, the three ontological entities are different (bheda) by 
their very nature and also they are non-different (abheda) by 
their very nature (suabhavika). Hence his Vedanta is designated 
as Svabhavika Bhedabhedavada, as different from Aupadhika 
Bhedabhedavada of Bhaskara. As we have seen earlier, the 
Bhedabhedavada advocated by Yadavaprakasa is also suabhavika. 
That is, the relationship between Sat or Brahman and three 
tattvas named Iévara, cit (jiva), and acit (cosmic matter) which 
are regarded as amsas or parts of Sat is one of both bheda and 
also abheda by their very nature (suabhavika). The theory of 
Brahman as both non-difference and also different from jiva 
and jagat by its very nature (svabhavika) at all time involves 
self-contradiction. It may be possible to overcome the self- 
contradiction by admitting absolute non-differene or identity 
of the three principles as is done by Sankara. But mi tase is 
not acceptable to Nimbarka since it milies o as inn ie im, 
against Scriptural texts speaking of real difference between 
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them. The other alternative to overcome the criticism is to 
admit absolute difference (atyanta bheda) between the three 
ontological tattvas, as upheld by Madhva. This theory also is 
not acceptable to Nimbarka since several Scriptural texts speak 
of abheda, such as Tat-tuam-asi, Ayam atma brahma, etc. The 
theory of Yadavaprakasa, according to which Sat is different 
and non-different from /$vara, jiva and cosmic matter which 
are the parts (amsa) of Sat, is also considered to be defective. 
Ramanuja admits three tattvas—Isvara (Brahman), jivatman 
or individual self and jagat or primordial cosmic matter and 
adopts the relation of body to the soul (sarzra-sariribhava) 
between Brahman and the jzvas as well as cosmic matter. On 
the basis of this logical principle of inherent or organic 
relationship, he reconciles the conflict between the bheda- 
$rutis and abheda-$rutis and accepts both bheda and abheda 
between Brahman and jivas as well as Brahman and jagat 
from different standpoints. The three ontological entities are 
different because they are of different nature. But Brahman 
as organically related to jevas and jagat is one (visistaikya 
vivaksaya ekatva). But the concept of $arzra-$ariri relation is 
not acceptable to Nimbarka. He therefore advocates suabhavika 
abheda and also svabhavika bheda. The question to be considered 
is whether this theory is philosophically and logically tenable. 
If we go by the criticisms levelled by Vedanta DeSika against 
Yadavaprakasa, who also admits Svabhavika Bhedabheda, this 
doctrine is untenable. As stated earlier, the main point of 
criticism is that both bheda and abheda cannot co-exist. They 
are mutually opposed, like light and darkness. On this ground . 
the Jaina’s doctrine of Saptabhangi (Anekantavada) is refuted 
by the Vedantins. For the same reason the Vedanta expounded 
Eae epson cies 
concept with the = aaa EEN GRE lifying Bhedabheda 
pi erms such as svabhavika, aupadhika, it is 
not possible to escape the criticism against the Bhedabheda- 
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has done. The other alternative is to admit bheda as well as 
abheda from different standpoints, as Ramanuja has advocated. 
The Bhedabhedavada, in whatever form it is formulated, cannot 
escape the criticism of self contradiction and other philosophical 
and logical defects pointed out by Vedanta Deśika against 
Yadavaprakaáa. 

Now coming to the details of specific defects of Nimbarka 
philosophy, if bheda and abheda cannot coexist because of 
mutual opposition, how can svabhavika bheda and svabhavika 
abheda can coexist? If Brahman and jivas are essentially 
(svarupatah) are non-different, they cannot also by their very 
nature (svarupatah) be different. They can be regarded as 
different only when Brahman becomes many when the same 
is conditioned by upadhi in the form of several bodies such 
as in the case of all-pervasive akasa becoming many by being 
conditioned by several pots. Nimbarka does not subscribe to 
this view of Bhaskara. The example of sea and the waves 
arising from it does not serve his purpose. Sea water and 
waves are essentially the same but as waves, it is regarded as 
different. But waves are caused by the wind or some other 
factor, which is the upadhi or conditioning factor for causing 
the waves. If suabhavika abheda is accepted, svabhavika bheda 

be maintained. à 
Me if the jivasand Brahman are essentially non-different 
(svarüpatah abheda), then the afflictions and other defects of 
the jivas would also be applicable to Brahman. But RERUM 
by its very nature is free from all defects. It does not stanc to 

that though Brahman and jivas are essentially 
eee (svarüpatah abheda), the defects of jzvas do not 
H , i f svabhavika bheda 
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bd ds, then svabhavika A in the sense of identity 
(svarüpaikya) cannot be B ite abheda between three 

Nimbārka defends the E terne ARANEA ELSE 
different ontologies aee dc identity (svarupaikya), as 
be taken in the sense of abs Brahman as the only Reality, 
Sankara interprets, by accepting 
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whereas j?vas and jagatare illusory in character which amounts 
to the denial of their existence as real entities. If all the three 
entities are real and different in nature, their absolute identity 
is logically untenable. To overcome this objection, Nimbarka 
argues, as in the case of Madhya, that the jivas and jagat do 
not have independent existence (svatantra-satta bhava) but 
on the contrary, they are dependent on Brahman for their 
existence (paratantra sattà bhava). Since the jivas and jagat 
are dependent on Brahman for their existence, they are regarded 
as non-different from Brahman. 

In reply to this argumentitis pointed out that mere dependence 
of jzvas on Brahman does not prove the theory of the two 
entities being non-different. Thus, for instance, the physical 
body is dependent on jtvatman for its sattà and pravrtti 
(functions). But the relation between the two cannot be treated 
as one of abheda. The dependence on Brahman (tadadhina 
Satta) or even similarity between the two (tat $adr$ya) in respect 
of certain attributes such as jñāna and ànanda, as maintained 
by Madhya, does not mean abheda or even svábhavika-abheda 
aterm used by Nimbarka, following the logic of Madhva between 
the two ontological entities in the primary sense. The theory 
of suabhavika bheda and svabhavika abheda is not therefore 
tenable since the two logical concepts are mutually opposed 
like bhedaand abhedaunless these are conceived from different 
standpoints, as Ramanuja has explained. As stated in the 
Antaryami Brahmana and also in the Vedantasutra, Brahman 
abides in jrvatman as its Antaryamin and controls it from within. 
By virtue of Brahman's immanence in jiva, the latter is regarded 
as non-distinct (ananya) and so also Brahman and jagat. Though 
jiva and Brahman are different by their very nature, the two 
are non-distinct in the sense that Brahman as inherently related 
to jiva is non-different as a visista entity, similar to a substance 
(dravya) as inherently related to its essential attribute is one. 
Semaine ore ncn Meda and aeda can 

es without contradiction. 


ACINTYA-BHEDABHEDA VEDANTA OF CAITANYA SCHOOL 
Krsna Caitanya, popularly known as Ca 


: ; itanya Maha ; 
who was born in AD 1486 in Navadvīpa (Wex RUM P 
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founder of Bengal School of Vaisnavism, also called Gaudiya 
Vaisnavism. Though he did not personally compose any literature, 
his followers, Jiva Gosvami and Baladeva Vidyabhusana 
developed the philosophy of this school under the name of 
Acintya-Bhedabheda Vedanta. The concept of Acintya- 
Bhedabheda is adopted to explain the relation of God (Lord 
Krsna) to the material world. This term was first conceived 
by Jiva Gosvami, one of the close disciples of Caitanya, who 
has mentioned in his book Sarva-samvadiniwhich is a commentary 
on Bhagavata-sandarbha. It was also employed later by Baladeva 
Vidyabhusana in two of his books Siddhanta-ratna and Prameya- 
ratnavah. The Vedanta philosophy expounded in these works 
is mostly influenced by the teachings of Ramanuja and also 
Madhva. We do not propose to discuss these philosophical 
and religious teachings. We shall confine our attention to 
the critical examination of the main issue relating to the relation 
of God to jivas and the jagat in terms of acintya-bhedabheda. 
The word acintya means "inconceivable" acintya-bhedabheda, 
means “the relationship between God and the universe as 
well as the jivas,” which is one of bheda or difference and 
abheda ox non-difference, is inconceivable. As stated earlier, 
the Bhedabhedavada was first developed in the area of Vedanta 
by Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa. Even long before Bhaskara 
and prior to Sankara, Bhartrprapafica and Brahmadatta, the 
ancient Vedanta exponents, are believed to be the advocates 
of Bhedabhedavada to explain the relation of Brahman to 
the two ontological entities, viz., jiva and jagat. Bheda and 
abheda are two logical concepts to describe the relationship 
between two entities. These two are mutually opposed like 
light and darkness. The description of the relation as both 
bheda and abheda is therefore a self-contradiction. In the area 
of Vedanta, it became necessary to explain the relationship 
between Brahman and jiva as well as Brahman and jagat. 
Yadavaprakasa as against Sankara’s abheda-vada or absolute 
oneness of Ultimate Reality by the denial of the ed 
jivas and jagat, adopted the DV of ana āvika- 
Bhedābhedavāda or natural difference and non-difference. 
As this was found defective, Bhāskara adopted the doctrine 


of Aupadhika-Bhedabhedavada, that is, Brahman and jvas 
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as well as jagat are non-different by their very nature, while 
difference among them is caused by limiting adjunct in the 
name of avidyà, which is real, unlike in Advaita Vedanta. 
Both these schools were vehemently criticized by Ramanuja 
and other Vedantins. To overcome the criticisms, Nimbarka, 
who is also a Bhedabhedavadin, described the relationship 
among the three ontological entities by adopting the doctrine 
of Svabhavika Bhedabhedavada, that is, Brahman and other 
two ontological entities are non-different by their very nature 
and so also difference between them is natural .(svdbhavika 
bheda). Even this theory was open to criticism. It is not basically 
different from the theory adopted by Yadavaprakaáa. 
Caitanya school of Vedanta, which came into existence much 
later than Nimbarka, has introduced the concept of Acintya- 
Bhedabhedavada. The term acintya is employed by Jiva Gosvami 
in place of the term svabhavika used by Nimbarka. 
According to Jiva Gosvami, Brahman is by nature pure 
and perfect. But it there is natural non-difference between 
Brahman, who is Lord Krsna, and the jas, the defects of 
the latter would also exist in the former. By the same logic, 
the qualities of Lord, such as omnipotence, would also belong 
to the jivas. But this is not the case. Brahman, who is pure, 
does not possess any of the imperfections of the jrvas or of 
the world. Therefore the relation must be taken as acintya or 
inconceivable. According to Jiva Gosvami, this is more satisfactory 
explanation than all other explanations offered earlier by 
other Bhedabhedavadins since it resolves the puzzling problem 
of the relation among the three ontological entities. By way 
of elucidation of the term acintya it is pointed out that it is 
inconceivable to logic but itis understandable on the authority 
of Scripture. Sabda or Scripture is the sole authority for knowing 
the ig of the Supreme Lord. The Scriptural texts point 
pu Jat the ko penser Inconceivable powers and that 
qualities abide etus AH ee these connie g 
yin Him because of this inconceivable 


error im texts which are quoted by Jiva Gosvami 
in support of his theory is the statem. : = 
and the Kai. Up. (1-6) 2 €nts in the Mand. Up. 
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mus be considered is whether the theory of 
eer eda overcomes the criticisms levelled against 
Nimbarka, who maintains Svabhavika Bhedabhedavada. On 
closer and objective examination, our answer is in the negative. 
If Svabhavika Bhedabhedavada of Yadavaprakaéga and also 
that of Nimbarka are untenable, Acintya-Bhedabheda cannot 
also be sustained. As pointed out earlier, if logical concepts 
of bheda and abheda cannot co-exist because they are mutually 
opposed, the same criticism applies to Svabhavika Bhedabheda- 
vàda and the Acintya-Bhedabhedavada. By substituting the 
term svabhavika by acintya the mutual opposition (paraspara 
vyaghata) between bheda and abheda cannot be overcome. 
The argument that the Lord possesses vicitra Sakti and that 
there is no opposition between His being different and non- 
different from jivas at all times does not stand to reason. 
Further the Upanisadic texts do not explicitly state that 
the Lord is both different and non-different from jzvas and 
the universe by virtue of his sarvasakti. The Mandukya and 
Kaivalya Upanisads employ the term acintya along with other 
negative forms to describe Brahman as an inconceivable Reality 
but these cannot be taken as a support to the theory of Acintya- 
Bhedabheda relation between Brahman and the universe. 
Brahman can be one and also many from different standpoints. 
The only solution to this puzzling problem of absolute difference 
and the texts speaking of oneness or abheda among the three 
ontological principles is to resort to the explanation of sariratma 
bhava or the relation of the body to the self, as adopted by 
Ramanuja. Brahman as inherently or inseparably related to 
jivas and jagat is non-different or one entity asa uisista tativa. 
But the three entities, by virtue of the difference in respect 
of their intrinsic nature, they are also different. The merit of 


this theory would be discussed later. 


SUDDHADVAITA OF VALLABHA 
In the preceding sections we have examined the various schools 
of Vedanta which uphold the doctrine of Bhedabheda selaon 
i Brahman, jiva, and jagat. 
the three ontological tattvas— a 
Ao CAD these we may also consider the school UAM 
designated as Suddhadvaita expounded by Vallabha. Vallabha 
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was born in the middle of fourteenth century in Andhra Pradesh 
and he has written a commentary on the Vedantasutra under 
the name of Anubhasya. In this and a few allied works, he has 
presented his views on the Vedanta doctrines. The term 
$uddhadvaita may give the impression that he, is an exponent 
of another form of Advaita. But actually, he, as a theist with 
passionate love for Lord Krsna, admits that Brahman is qualified 
with attributes and it is identified with Lord Krsna who is the 
Supreme Reality. He also maintains that jrvas and jagat are 
the manifestations of Brahman and as such these are real. 
Nor does he admit Dvaitavada, that is, absolute difference 
or atyanta bheda among the three ontological entities as in 
the case of Madhva, though he is largely influenced by Madhva's 
teachings. He does not also accept Visistadvaita of Ramanuja, 
though many of his teachings in his Anubhdsya are similar to 
those of Ramanuja. 

Though he admits the reality of all the three tattvas, he 
does not accept the sartratma-sambandha or body-soul relation 
between Brahman and jivas as well as jagat. He does not also 
admit the doctrine of Bhedabheda as advanced by Bhaskara, 
Yadavaprakasa, and Nimbarka. But while explaining the 
relationship between Brahman and jzvas, which are real and 
many, being the manifestation of Brahman, similar to the 
sparks emanating from the fire, he maintains the view that 
they are non-different (abheda). Though he does not claim 
to be a Bhedabhedavadin, like Nimbarka, he comes closer 
to the school of Bhedabhedavada insofar as he speaks of abheda 
or identity between Brahman and jivas and also bheda between 
the two by virtue of their difference in respect of their intrinsic 
nature. Hence it would not be wrong to classify this school 
under the category of Bhedabhedavada and examine it along 
with other schools of Bhedabheda. 

We shall not go into the details of all the doctrines of Vallabha. 
A fairly good account of the philosophy of Vallabha is given 
in the book The Vedanta? and in an article4 b Y. 
Shastry. We shall confine our attenti epa PRO d j 
and others, to the critical Mw (e cce Nioben 

, amination of the ontological 


relationship between Brahman and 77 i 
terms of bheda and abheda. Jtvas as well as jagat in 
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According to Vallabha, both the jivas and the non-sentient 
jagat are the manifestations of Brahman similar to the sparks 
emanating from the fire. Just as the fire and sparks are non- 
different, both being of the nature of fire, Brahman and jagat 
are essentially non-different. This is also explained on the 
analogy of the serpent and its coil (ahikundala), cited by 
Badarayana in the Vedantasutra (III.2.26) while discussing 
the nature of relationship between Brahman and the non- 
sentient jagat. In the same adhikarana, two other sütras (11I.2.97— 
28) are mentioned which discuss two other alternative views 
regarding the nature of relation viz., bhedabheda by citing 
the example of the sun and its prakāśa and visesana-visesya 
bhava or the relation of the substance to the attribute. This is 
according to Ramanuja’s interpretation. 

The sutra which cites the illustration of ahikundala, is taken 
both by Ramanuja and Bhamati as a reference to the Bhedabheda 
theory, and also the sutra referring to the illustration of prakasa 
(light) and prakasavat (that which possesses light). Both the 
views are rejected by Badarayana because the concept of 
bhedabheda is mutually opposed. The illustration of ahtkundala 
(serpent and its coil) and fire and its spark (agni and visphulinga) 
which are cited by Vallabha as supporting the abheda between 
Brahman and jiva is not therefore tenable. 

Vallabha contends that jivas are also brahma-svarupa, since 
these are emanations from Brahman and hence the two are 
essentially non-different. This amounts to the acceptance of 
svabhavika abheda advocated by Yadavaprakasa and Nimbarka. 
If this is the case, then the defects of jzva would also be applicable 
to Brahman. Then, Brahman cannot be regarded as Suddha. 
The argument that Brahman is not touched by the defects of 
jiva or jagat even though they are non-different by pane 
does not stand to reason. Further the question arises wh et er 
Brahman, who is the [$vara or God and whe is also omniscient 
(sarvajna) knows that He has become jiva? If He is not aware 


of it, He cannot be regarded as sarvajna. If He knows it, He 


too would be subjected to the experience of the afflictions. 


itici d by admitting absolute identity 
These criticisms can be escaped by a E qued 


(tādātmya or svarüpaikya) between 
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maintaining that the jzvas are mere reflections of Brahman, 
caused by avidyà, as admitted by Sankara, or by postulating 
a real upadhi, as conceived by Bhaskara. But such theories 
are not acceptable to Vallabha because Brahman becomes 
Asuddha with the association of illusory maya or even upadhi. 
Then the doctrine of Suddhadvaita has to be given up. 

If, on the other hand, atyanta-bheda between Brahman and 
jivais accepted, as is done by Madhva, these criticisms levelled 
against suabhavika abheda can be escaped. But even the theory 
of bheda-vàda is not acceptable to Vallabha. The only way of 
maintaining the purity of Brahman and also its difference as 
well as non-difference as declared in the Scriptural texts, is 
to adopt the theory adopted by Ramanuja, viz., Brahman as 
organically related to cit and acitis one Reality and the three 
ontological entities are different by virtue of their intrinsic 
nature. 

'The explanation offered by Vallabha that the same one 
Brahman manifests itself as jrvas and jagat out of his will and 
that they are made to exist as different, as a [ila or sport of 
the Lord, is not logically tenable. Nor is it supported by Scriptural 
texts. Both j;vas and jagat are anadi and nitya. 

They are not created or produced. They exist always either 
in their subtle form or unmanifest form with Brahman during 
the state of pralaya and in gross or manifest form after creation. 
This view is supported by the Scriptural texts. The Brhadaranyaka 
says: the universe including jzvas exist as avyakrta or unmanifest 
during dissolution and the same becomes manifest after srsti. 
Vallabha also admits that Brahman is the upadana-karana of 
the universe. If Brahman Itself transforms into universe, then 
It would affect its nirvikaratva. That is, if direct parináma is 
accepted, it would cause change in respect of brahma-svarüpa, 
as in the case of the lump of clay into pots. To avoid this 
criticism, parinama or modification is to be explained through 
a media. Sankara admits the association of mayawith Brahman 
and ON ELON of maya Brahman illusorily manifests itself as 
jagat. This is known as vivarta- 


par S Own; vada as against parināma-vāda. 
Visistadvaita maintains prakrti which is e ac the arra 
of Brahman as the media through which jagat is caused by 


the process of evolution. Vallabha does not admit either maya 
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or any other media such as prakrti for the creation of the 
universe. According to him, maifestation of the universe is 
out of the Sakti of Brahman. If sakti or potential power is 
part of the Svariipa of Brahman, then Brahman would be 
subject to modification. If Sakti is taken as the sankalpa of 
Brahman, it would serve as an instrumental or efficient cause 
(nimittakarana). It cannot itself manifest as jagat, just as the 
knowledge and capacity of the potter do not produce the 
jug. He is only instrumental cause and the clay is the material 
cause. Hence the view of Vallabha that out of Sakti, souls and 
jagat which are same as Brahman are made to manifest amounts 
to saying that Brahman itself becomes universe, which is 
philosophically unsound. 
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Schools of Sivadvaita and 
Navya Visistadvaita 


HAT WE HAVE EXAMINED so far are the schools of Vedanta - 


which were developed during the post-Ramanuja and 
post-Madhva period and which are based primarily on the 
Upanisads and the Vedantasutrain a modified form by adopting 
the theories advanced either by Ramanuja or Madhva. There 
are few other schools which came into existence against the 
background of the theology of Saivism and Vaisnavism. These 
are also claimed to be Vedantic as far as their philosophical 
doctrines are concerned. To complete our critical review of 
Vedanta schools, these are taken up for consideration. The 


following are the schools which are influenced by Saivism 
and Vaisnavism: 


l. Kasmira Sivadvaita expounded by Abhinavagupta. 

2. Sivadvaita of Srikantha also known as Sakti-visistadvaita— 
expounded in the Srzkanthabhasya on the Vedantasutra with 
the commentary of Appayya Diksita (fourteenth century) 
titled Sivarkamanidipika. 

3. Sivadvaita of Sripatipandita expounded in the Srikarabhasya 
on Vedantasutra from the standpoint of the Vira-Saiva 
religious sect. 

4. Navya , Visistadvaita developed by Swaminarayana 
belonging to the Uddhavi Vaisnava-sarnpradaya by mostly 
following Ramanuja’s Visistadvaita philosophy. 

KASMIRA SIvVADVAITA 
This was developed by Abhinayagu 


: pta about eleventh century 
AD. The term advaita may give the impression that it is a 


Schools of Sivadvaita and Navya Visistadvaita 199 


Vedanta school, somewhat allied to Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta. 
But it is far from it in many respects. First of all, it is not 
developed, as in the case of the other major Vedanta schools, 
primarily on the basis of the Upanisads and Brahmasitras. 
Secondly, it does not accept Brahman of the Upanisads as 
the Supreme Reality. Following the teachings contained in 
the Kasmira Saiva Agamas callsed Tantras, Siva is the Supreme 
Being. The universe is the projection of Siva-Sakti and it is 
not an illusory manifestation of the Supreme Being due to 
maya as in the case of Sankara’s Advaita. Actually, it is one of 
several theological schools of Saivism. Ramanuja in his 
commentary on Vedantasutra, mentions four schools: Kapala, 
Kalamukha, Pasupata, and Saiva. The Pasupata school, which 
is one of the oldest schools of Saivism, which existed even at 
the time of Badarayana has been separately criticized both 
in the Bhasyas of Sankara and Ràmanuja and also by Vedanta 
Deéika in the Paramata-bhanga. Hence Kasmira Sivadvaita does 
not need separate examination. The criticisms offered by Vedanta 
DeSika in the chapter Pa$umatabahiskaravada on the ground 
that the teachings of Pasupata falls outside the scope of Vedic 
philosophy and religion hold good in respect of Kasmira 
Sivadvaita. 

SIVADVAITA OF SRIKANTHA 
The Sivadvaita of Srikantha, though it is based on the Brahma- 
sūtra, unlike the Kasmira Sivadvaita, is not acknowledged as 
a system of Vedanta either by the followers of Sankara or 
Ramanuja. In a critical study of Srikanthabhasya as commented 
by Appayya Diksita, by Mm. K.S. Varadacharya, a FOR 
scholar of Parakala Mutt, Mysore, 1t 1$ shown that this wor 
is of dubious nature written by some Saivite under the name 
of Nilakantha. The Srikanthabhasyais on the pattern of Ramanuje- 
bhasya. In place of Narayana, Nilakantha uses Siva. Dm 

i only the nimitta-karana, while 
the Supreme Reality and He is only 


Siva-Sakti is the upadana karana of the Ens. wa ane 
is therefore called Sakti-visistadvaita. Vallabha has j tie ie 
that Srikantha is Ramanuja-cora (a thief of RAM fe 
doctrines of this school are opposed to the Upanis 
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the Vedantasutra, as interpreted by Ramanuja, it does not 
deserve any consideration. 
SIVADVAITA OF SRIKARA 

The Sivadvaita conceived by Srikara from the standpoint of 
Vira-Saivism which is a contemporary sectarian movement in 
Karnataka state, is worse than Srikantha-bhasya. As rightly observed 
by Prof. N.G. Mahadevappa, a modern scholar on Vira-éaivism, 
that Sripati Pandita who, as a Virasaiva, vehemently condemns 
the Vedic teachings and Vedic religious practices, should have 
written a laudatory commentary on the Veddntasitra “looks 
not merely amusing but ludicrous.”! The admission of Para 
Siva as the Supreme Being in place of Brahman is opposed 
to the teachings of the Upanisads and the Vedantasütra. It 
also accepts Siva as only the nimitta kàrana? of the universe 
as in the case of Pasupata school which is outright rejected 
by Badarayana as well as Sankara and Ramanuja. 


NAVYA VISISTADVAITA OF SWAMI NARAYANA 


This is the latest school of Vedanta developed during the 
nineteenth century in the background of the influence of 
Vaisnavism. The founder of this school is Swami Narayana 
born in 1781 in a village near Ayodhya. He was a disciple of 
Ramananda who himself was a follower of Ramanuja. He 
established a new tradition known as Uddhava Vaisnava 
Sampradaya. He has followed two small works titled Vacanamrta 
in Gujarati which is a manual on the religious duties to be 
followed by his disciples and Siksapatri (in Sanskrit), an epistle 
of precepts covered in 212 verses. In the latter work, he has 


his school. 
As a devoted follower of Raman 


À lower o uja, he has closely followed 
the teachings of Rāmānuja. He himself states in the Siksapatrz 
that Visistadvaita is his system of philosophy (matam visistadvaitam 
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that the Navya Visistadvaita founded by Swami Narayana is 
not basically different from Visistdvaita Vedanta of Ramanuja. 
; However, the later followers of Swami Narayana have 
introduced a few novel philosophical concepts as different 
from Ramanuja’s system. Instead of three fundamental tattvas 
or metaphysical principles viz., [svara, cit and acit, the Swami 
Narayana school admits five eternal realities, namely, (i) Para- 
Brahman, the Supreme Being who is identified with Narayana, 
(ii) Aksara-Brahman, (iii) maya-prakrti, (iv) I$vara (cosmic Self), 
and (v) jīva (individual selves). Itis claimed that the doctrine 
of fivefold realities is supported by the Vedas, Prasthanatraya, 
Smrti, Itihasas, Puranas, Paficaratra, etc. Presumably, in view 
of the introduction of such doctrines, this school of Vedanta 
is named as Navya Visistadvaita. 

As a new school of Vedanta, it may be justified to incorporate 
into it, some novel theories, provided these are warranted 
by the Upanisadic texts and the authoritative Vedantasütras 
of Bàdarayana as interpreted by Ramanuja. But, the admission 
of additional ontological principles such as Aksara Brahman, 
Isvara as cosmic Self in addition to Brahman identified with 
Narayana is not warranted by the Scriptural and Smrti texts 
including the Brahmasitra. Ramanuja, while defining the term 
brahman clearly states that Brahman is Purusottama, the Supreme 
Self and He is Sarvésvara. The term aksara employed in 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad denotes the Para Brahman. This term 
appearing in the adhydya VIII of the Bhagavadgīta, according 
to Rāmānuja, denotes the jīvātman in the context of the upasana 
on jivātman. Thus there is no justification to introduce these 
additional metaphysical principles and use the title of Navya 
Vi&istádvaita for the school founded by Swami Narayana except 
the fact that it is a new religious movement or sampradaya 
started two centuries ago. If, on the other hand, they follow 
faithfully the principles and religious tee pq 
as claimed by its founder, this school Ws E dp 
any criticism, from the standpoint of Visista 
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20 
The Doctrine of Upaya 


ns CHAPTER is devoted to the critical examination of the 
upayaor the means laid down for attaining a higher Spiritual 
Goal (parama purusartha) as conceived by the different Indian 
philosophical systems including Visistadvaita. In the preceding 
chapters Vedanta DeSika confined his attention to the critical 
review of the tattvas or the philosophical doctrines of these 
schools. The study of the tattvas constitutes an important part 
of a DarSana or a system of philosophy. A Darsana should 
also deal with the question of the main purpose (prayojana) 
for which philosophical investigation is undertaken. In the 
Indian philosophical background it is called the purusartha 
or a higher goal to be achieved by the study of philosophy. If 
a specific goal is admitted then the ways and means or what 
is called upaya, to be adopted for attaining the goal is also to 
be laid down. Thus the Daréana or a system of philosophy 
should cover all three topics—tattva, upaya (also named hita 
in Vedanta) and purusartha or goal. The present chapter examines 
critically the views or theories advocated by different schools 
of thought including Visistadvaita. It is titled "Parokta-upaya- 
bhangadhikara.” The subsequent chapter will deal with the 
nature of the objective to be accomplished or what is technically 
called purusartha to be attained, as presented by different 
schools of thought. It is therefore titled *Parokta-prayojana- 
bhangadhikara." r T 

At the very outset, Vedānta Deśika makes a critical remark 
that all the non-Vedic schools and also most of the Vedic 
schools including Advaita and Bhedabheda schools have peet 
proved to be defective since their doctrines are oppose to 
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the accepted pramanasand also not supported by sound logical 
arguments (sat-tarka). He will now attempt to show that these 
schools have also not presented a satisfactory theory of hita 
or the ways and means to be pursued to achieve the desired 
Spiritual Goal. He briefly mentions how each school has 
developed a defective theory of upaya. 

Taking the school of Carvaka first, Vedanta DeSika points 
out that the Carvakas do not accept any pramanas other than 
pratyaksa. Nor do they admit causal relation (karana-karya- 
bhava). In the absence of these, they cannot present any 
authoritative philosophical treatise which can be taught to 
others and also establish their own doctrines by refutation of 
the theories of rival schools. Regarding artha or the acquisition 
of wealth and kama or sensual pleasure, which are considered 
by them as goals of life, there are no ways and means laid 
down for achieving these goals in any authoritative texts. Their 
teachings such as that consciousness (caitanya) is generated by 
the combination of the five physical components on the analogy 
of the emergence of intoxicating quality out of the admixture 
of certain ingredients and also the maxim that one should live 
happily until the end of life (yavajjivam sukharh jrvet), do not 
serve the purpose of making an endeavour to achieve the happiness 
of the future which is not perceptible (apratyaksa) 

Coming to the Buddhist schools, the Madhyamikas maintain 
the theory that everything in the universe is Sunya and hence 
they cannot claim to have any valid pramanas. In the absence 
of it, they cannot establish their own doctrine and advocate a 
sadhana for obtaining the knowledge of $unyatva (sunyatva- 
sadhana). 

The other three Buddhist schools admit the 
bhanga, that is, nothing exists for more tha 
what exists at one moment does not persist in 
then the sddhana or upaya adopted in the 
do not have any bearings on the results tha 
in the next moments since there is no con 
together. What one individual accomplishes 
by another individual in the next moment. 
enduring for a long duration does not exis 
no need to endeavour to attain it. 


theory of ksana- 
n a moment. If 
the next moment, 
earlier moments 
t accrue out of it 
tinuity of the two 
cannot be reaped 
If a specific goal 
t, there would be 
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In the case of the school of Advaita Vedanta, 
that everything other than Brahman is lillusory (mithya), a 
satisfactory theory of updya for moksa cannot be formulated. 
According to Advaita, the direct to moksa is the intuitional 
knowledge of the identity of the self with Brahman, generated 
by the Scriptural texts such as lat-tuam-asi, which is capable 
of removing the ajñāna that causes bondage. If a person is 
not aware that everything other than Brahman is mithya, he 
does not endeavour to acquire such a knowledge that would 
eradicate ajñāna. If he already possessed such a knowledge, 
there would be no need to acquire a separate knowledge 
which can remove the ajñāna. It cannot be argued that even 
though the knowledge of identity is acquired, traces of ajnaàna 
persist (badhitanuvrtti) and in order to eradicate it totally, 
the knowledge of identity of jiva and Brahman is to be acquired. 
But such a view cannot constitute the sadhana as an acceptable 
theory of Advaita. On the analogy of the potter's wheel which, 
though continues to move even after the production of the 
pot comes to a stop on its own, the ajnana which though 
persists even after the dawn of the knowledge of identity of 
jwaand Brahman, should cease to exist, there is no justification 
to observe rigorous penance through samnyasa-yoga for this 
purpose. 
The theory that verbal testimony, that is, study of the Scriptural 
texts teaching the identity of jzva and Brahman generates 
aparoksa-jnana or knowledge of immediate nature which is 
the means to moksa, is untenable.! The knowledge derived 
from $abda is of mediate character and it cannot remove the 
cosmic illusion leading to the direct realization of Brahman. 
Similarly the theory of dhyana-niyoga, that is, the niyoga or a 
special potency in the form of adrsta generated by the observance 
of continuous meditation on Brahman removes the cosmic 
illusion and that one should pursue this upaya for attaining 
moksa is also untenable. There is another theory known as 
Nispraparica Niyogavada, according to which the continuous 
meditation on Brahman as devoid of prapanca or the universe 
which is falsely super-imposed on it, can serve as the una 
for moksa. Even this theory is untenable as it 1s aoe wa 
by valid framamas. Thus according to Vedanta Desika, the 


which upholds 
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pursuit of any kind of ufaya for attaining a higher Spiritual 
Goal does not hold good in Advaita Vedanta. 

Coming to the Jaina school, Vedanta Deśika points out 
that the admission of Anekantavada or the theory that all 
things in the universe are of indeterminable nature, does 
not allow for the formulation of a constructive theory of upaya 
or sadhana to be pursued for a higher goal. If the religious 
or spiritual discipline prescribed for a higher goal is of the 
nature of both dharmaand adharmaaccording to the Anekanta- 
vada, it is not worthwhile pursuing for a higher goal, whose 
nature is also indefinite. ; 

The Bhaskara school of Vedanta suffers from a similar 
defect. According to Bhaskara, karma or the performance of 
prescribed deeds and jñāna understood in the sense of upasana 
on Brahman, together ( samuccaya) serve as the means to moksa. 
According to Yadavaprakasa both karma and jràna play important 
parts—the former removes the obstruction in the way of attaining 
moksa and the latter actually leads to moksa. Both these views 
are opposed to the Upanisadic teachings. Jnana understood 
as upasana aided by karma-yoga and jnana-yoga is the direct 
means to moksa.? That is, upasana is the principal means to 
moksa, whereas karma is subordinate to it. Bhaskara and Yadava 
accord equal importance to both by upholding Jhana-karma- 
samuccayavada. 

_ The school of Vaiyakarana which maintain the theory that 
Sabda-brahma either illusorily manifests as the universe (view 
of Bhartrhari) or it undergoes modification (parináma) as 
Jagat (view held by Halayudha) suffers from the same defect 
as pointed out earlier in respect of Advaita. If an individual 
has already come to know that jagat which is an illusory 
manifestation of Sabda-brahma is illusory, there is no need to 
seek any further remedy to overcome the ignorance.by seeking 
tattva-jriana. Same is the situation in respect of the Sabda- 
brahma-parinamavada of Halayudh 
or real. If an individual already knows this fact, there would 
be no need to pursue the means such as $ravana, manana 
and nididhyásana, etc., for obtaining such a knowledge. 

Taking the Vaisesika school, though the Vaisesikas have 
accepted the Vedas as the Supreme authority, they do not 


a for whom Jagat is satya 
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admit that adrsta or unseen potency acquired through the 
observance of Vedic rituals which confer the fruits of karma, 
is in the form of pleasure caused to /svara ( Isvara-priti) , which 
alone confers the fruits of our deeds. Further they do not 
admit as taught in the Vedanta, that the grace of God earned 
by the meditation on Paramátman confers moksa. Instead of 
it, they accord greater importance to the meditation on jwatman 
and regards the meditation on Paramatman (Isvara-pranidhana) 
as one of the accessories for securing adrsta or the unseen 


potency which is helpful for overcoming the obstacles in the’ 


way of moksa. Such a distorted theory of the upaya or the 
ways and means to moksa is of no use for securing moksa. 

Naiyayikas also follow the same teachings as far as the means 
and goal are concerned. Hence their theory is also defective. 

In the case of Nirisvara-mimarmsa school, the doctrine of 
sadhana advocated by them suffers from serious defects. In 
the first place they question the very existence of the celestial 
deities who are the objects of worship in the various rituals 
enjoined in the Vedas and so also their capacity to confer 
boons. Such a view is adopted in order to give importance to 
karma or the sacrifical rituals. Secondly, they do not accept 
that the devoted meditation on Brahman, as enjoined in the 
Upanisads, is the direct means to moksa. Hence whatever other 
religious observances are laid down by them for the purpose 
of attaining moksa are futile. 

With regard to the Sankhya school, the philosophical tenets 
adopted by them do not allow for a satisfactory formulation 
of upaya. In the first place they have admitted only two 
metaphysical principles, viz., purusa and prakrti. The purusa 
is neither the subject of knowledge (jZiatr) nor the agent of 
action (kartā). Such a purusa ox jwatman cannot have any 
functions in the form of either enjoyment of happiness while 
in bondage or the experience of joy in the state of liberation 
from bondage (apavarga). The dharma and adharma as well 
as the results accruing from them are common to all jrvas as 
these are the effects of frakrti. Since both purusa and prakrti 
are devoid of jüátrtua, there is no scope to pursue any prescribed 
means laid down by $astra (Sastradi pravriti). 
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Yoga Darsana does admit Jvara besides prakrti and purusa. 
But the spiritual discipline laid down by Yoga Daráana is aimed 
at the realization of one's own jivatmd, which is not regarded 
as an integral part of Paramátman. Hence it stands opposed 
to the Yoga taught in the Upanisads according to which Paramātma- 
saksatkàra is the Supreme Goal. 

Coming to the Saiva schools, Pasupata in particular which 
is included in the Paramata-bhanga, Vedanta Deśika points 
out that the meditation on Siva, who is the Supreme Deity 
for them, cannot lead to moksa since Siva too, like Caturmukha 
Brahma and other higher celestial deities, is an exalted soul 
and not the Para-Brahman or Para-tattva referred to in the 
Upanisads. Such an exalted individual, however great he may. 
be, cannot confer moksa. Besides, the religious observances 
prescribed by the Pasupata school are opposed to the Vedic 
practices (veda-viruddha-acara) . Besides, in all these Saiva schools 
the philosophical theories relating to the three fundamental 
tattvas, viz., Isvara, jivatman, and Jagat (cid-acid-Isvara tattva) 
are of different nature from what is taught in Vedanta. Hence 
the observance of upàya or the means to the attainment of 
higher spiritual goal is not of any value (nisphalam). 


THE DOCTRINE OF UPAYA IN VISISTADVAITA 


After critically examining the theory of upaya presented by 
other schools of thought, both non-Vedic and Vedic including 
Advaita and Bhaskara, Vedanta De$ika briefly outlines the 
doctrine of upàya as enunciated by Visistadvaita Vedanta on 
the basis of the authoritative Scriptural and Smrti texts including 
the Bhagavadgita. At the very commencement of the Paramatg- 
bhanga, he has presented the three fundamental philosophical 
doctrines of Visistadvaita, viz., cit or jwatman, acit or cosmic 
universe and Jsvara or the Supreme Being in three separate 
chapters. This is done with the main objective of providing a 
sound philosophic background against which the Philosophical 
tenets of rival schools of tho 
their defects known. 
The two other important doctrines of V; 
(1) upaya or the ways and means for attain 
and (2) Parama-purusartha or the nature of 


ught could be compared and 


Visistadvaita, viz., 
ing a higher goal 
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are now outlined at the end of the Paramata-bhanga in two 
separate chapters (chaps. XXII and XXIII) along with a brief 
critical review of the theories of updya of other schools of 
thought. Though these five chapters on one’s own siddhanta 
should not be normally included in a treatise primarily devoted 
for the refutation (bhanga) of rival schools, these are presented 
with a view to highlight the soundness of the Visistadvaita 
doctrines as compared to the defective doctrines of other 
schools. 

As in the case of the three metaphysical doctrines discussed 
at the beginning, Vedanta Desika does not present a detailed 
narrative account of both the sadhana and purusartha as is 
generally found in other philosophical treatises. He confines 
his attention to a few important points relating to the sadhana 
which have been open to criticism not only from the camps 
of rival schools but also from the followers of Ramanuja belonging 
to a different sect. This can be conspicuously noticed in 
connection with his presentation of the doctrine of self-surrender 
(prapatti) which, according to Ramanuja, is an alternative 
direct means to moksa. The interpretation of the single verse 
in the concluding portion of the Bhagavadgita (XVIII.66), which 
specifically enjoins Saranágati asa means to moksa, has become 
a subject of controversy. Vedanta De$ika therefore devotes 
special attention to this matter and explains the correct theory. 

If the theories of upaya advanced by other schools of thought 
are proved to be defective, the question then arises: what 
then is the correct theory? By way of answering this question, 

Vedanta Desika briefly states the correct view regarding sadhana. 

According to the Hindu Religion, there are four human 
goals for which individuals aspire. These are dharma, artha, 
kama, and moksa. Those who crave for moksa which is the 
Supreme Purusartha, are categorized as mumuksu. Those who 
aspire for the other three purusarthas are classified as bubhuksu. 
Of these, moksais accorded an important place as itis considered 
the highest goal. In accordance with one’s desire and also 
eligibility, an individual aspiring for either svarga (heaven) 
or moksa or total liberation from bondage leading to the 
enjoyment of the bliss of Brahman, is required to adopt the 
ways and means as laid down by the Vedas and other Sacred 
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texts. The means enjoined by the Scriptural and Smrti texts 
for attaining these two goals are yaga or ritualistic sacrifices, 
dana or giving charity and upasana or devoted meditation 
on Paramatman (Brahman). Only such means, as enjoined 
in the Sacred texts, which should take the form of worship of 
Paramatman (Parama-purusa-samaradhana) alone can serve as 
the means to attain the desired goals. 

If upasana, also known as Bhakti-yoga in the Bhagavadgita, 
is the direct means to moksa, how can it be said that Karma- 
yoga and JAàna-yoga are the means to moksa, mentioned in 
the Bhagavadgita? Vedanta Desika answers this minor objection 
by explaining that Karma-yoga and Jndna-yoga are subsidiary 
means to Bhakti-yoga which alone is the direct means. 

The Bhagavadgita and other religious treatises also mention 
methods to be adopted as means to attain God. Vedanta Deśika 
enumerates all these and explains that these are not to be 
taken as direct means to moksa, but they serve as accessories 
to the prescribed upaya. The other methods are: 


1. Advesabhimukhyam,> that is, one should not entertain any 
hatred towards Paramatman and always look forward to 
receive His grace. 

2. Avatara-rahasya-jnana,* or proper knowledge of the 
significance of the incarnations of Paramatman. 

3. Purusottama-vidya or the knowledge of Paramatman as 
uttama-purusa referred to in the Gita that is, He is the 
Supreme Being as distinct from baddha-jtva and also the 
mukta-jiva. 

4. Sambandha-jnana-matram, that is, the mere knowledge of 
the intimate relationship that exists between jiva and 
Paramatman (a view held by a sect of Vaisnavas). 

5. Adhyavasdya-matram ox the unshakeable faith that the 
Almighty surely protects one who has totally surrendered 
to Him (prapattih visvasah). 

6. Sankirtana-matram or the mere recitation of the names 
and glory of Paramatman® 

4. Uhkti-matram or the mere ardent prayer addressed to God 
seeking His protection.’ 

8. Visayavasadi-matram or the mere thinking of the Lord all 
the time as the sole protector.8 
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9. Svapravrtti-nivrtti, that is, to remain neutral without making 
any special effort for the sake of attainment of God since it 
comes out of His grace, whose concern it is to protect as 
in the case of an infant by the mother? 

10. Vaisnavabhimanam, that is, to remain devoted to a 
Vaisnava.19 

11. Acarya-parigraham or to secure the grace of an ácàrya.!! 

12. Purusakdra-visesam or to obtain the grace of Goddess 
Laksmi who acts as a mediator (furusakara) for securing 
moksa. 

13. Isvara-svátantrya-krbà or to unchecked freedom and 
compassion of /$vara as the main cause for liberation from 
bondage. 

14. Nirhetuka-visaytkaradi or securing the protection from 
Isvara without His imposing any specific condition.!? 

All these various methods which are mentioned in the religious 
treatises give the impression that there are various other means 
for attaining moksa. Vedanta Desika clarifies that these are to 
be understood not as direct means to moksa but as aids to 
either updsana or prapatti which are specifically enjoined in 
the sacred texts as the means to moksa. 

The Upanisads mention several vidyas or updsanas such as 
Sad-vidya, Dahara-vidya, etc., as the means to moksa. But there 
is no mention of Nydsa-vidya which is the same as prapatt or 
sel£surrender to God, as the direct means to moksa. Hence 
the question is raised whether such a vidyà named Nyasa- 
vidya as upaya exists? In reply to this objection, Vedanta Desika 
states that just as upasana is enjoined in the Bhagavadgita in 
the words, bhajasva màm or "meditate on Me," in the same 
way the Gità also enjoins Saranagati or self surrender to God 
as the means to moksa in the words—mamekam saranam vraja— 
*Surrender to Me as the sole refuge." Hence the two are 
distinct alternative pathways to moksa in accordance with the 
eligibility of the person. That is, for those who are incapable 
of observing the rigorous Bhakti-yoga, they can resort to the 
method of total surrender of oneself to God for protection. 

That saranagati is an alternative direct upaya to moksa, is well 
established in the Pāñcarātra Sarhhitas, Saranagati-gadya of 
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Ramanuja and many Vaisnava religious treatises such as Rahasya- 
trayasara and Niksepa-raksa of Vedanta Desika. 

In this connection Vedanta De$sika discusses the controversial 
issues rising from the different interpretations of the single 
Gita verse dealing with this matter as offered by other 
commentators including Sankara. 

The relevant verse which is the subject of controversy reads: 

Sarvadharman parityajya mamekam Saranam vraja; 

Aham tva sarva-papebhyo moksayisyami ma sucah.19 

Its general meaning is: “By Relinquishing all dharmas, seek Me alone 

for refuge. I shall release you from all sins. Do not grieve.” 


The implication of this verse according to Sankara, is that 
by the total renouncement of all karmas (the word dharma 
being understood as the performance of prescribed deeds), 
one can attain Paramatman in the sense of realizing his identity 
(become one) with Him who is the same in all beings. The 
performance of karma is opposed to the realization of one’s 
identity with Brahman, which is the moksa for Sankara. The 
knowledge of the identity of jiva with Brahman (Gtmaikya- 
jnana) is therefore the means to moksa. 

This is not a correct interpretation, according to Vedanta 
Desika, because such a view is opposed to all the pramanas, 
particularly the Scriptural texts which speak of real bheda or 
difference between jiva and Paramatman and enjoin the 
performance of the prescribed deeds as mandatory and as 
such these should not be given up. Even contextually it is not 
appropriate that the dharmasin the form of Karma-yoga, Jnana- 
yoga, and Bhakti-yoga taught in the earlier chapters of the Gita 
are to be given up totally. 


Yadavaprakasa offers a different inter 
to him, this verse does not advocate the 
prescribed deeds but, on the contrary, 
the importance of saranagati. That i 
one has to give up all karmas, it is i 
Saranagati in Paramatman. 

This is also not an appropriate view sinc 
to offer such an explanation by adding the 
api after sarvadharman parityajya. 
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There are several other interpretations on the statement 
“sarvadharman partityajya.” Vedanta Desika mentions these 
views in the Paramata-bhanga and refutes them as untenable. 
These discussions which are of technical nature, do not have 
a direct bearing on the nature of updya to be adopted for 
attaining a higher goal, We need not therefore go into these 
details. It would suffice to note the final view of Vedanta Desika 
regarding these issues, as summed up by him in a brief statement. 

According to him, there are two ways on which the Gita 

verse is to be understood. By taking into consideration the 
nature of prapatti as explained in various other treatises, it is 
to be taken as a nirapeksyadi-visista-vidhi. That is, it is a vidhi 
or injunction demanding the surrendering of oneself to the 
Lord for refuge, without requiring to observe the rigorous 
observance of Bhakti-yoga as aided by Karma-yoga and Jndana- 
yoga as taught in the Gītā in the earlier chapters. This vidhi is 
intended for persons such as Arjuna who regretfully feels his 
utter incapability of following the rigorous Bhakti-yoga aided 
by Karma-yoga and Jfana-yoga. This is a state of akincanya or 
the utter incapacity of oneself to follow Bhakti-yoga or any 
other means for attaining moksa. This is one of the eligibility 
requirements for saranagati as taught in the Pancaratra Samhita. 
This fact is conveyed by the expression mà Sucah—“Do not 
grieve," stated in the later part of the verse. 

The other alternative interpretation of the verse is to take 
it as adhikari-visesa-anuvada purvaka yathavasthita prapatti-vidhi. 
That is, it is a straightforward vidhi or injunction addressed 
to the individuals who fulfil the eligibility requirements for 
following the saranágati as the means to moksa. The eligibility 
requirements, as explained in the Pancaratra texts, are akincanya 
or not capable of following any other means and ananyagatitva 
or not having anyone else (any other deity other than Visnu) 
to protect the individual. The word sarvadharman parityajya 
reiterates these eligibility requirements (aanita a eee 
The word mamekam in the verse implies that eee ae Ae 
Supreme Being, no one else is able to protect the indivi 3 z 

If either of the interpretations is adopted, there wou e 
no room for conflict with the pramāņas and also with the 
teachings contained in the earlier adhyayas. All the controversial 
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issues relating to the interpretation of the Gzta verse referring 
to prapatti as a means to moksa have been fully discussed and 
answered in other works of Vedanta DeSika and in particular 
Niksepa-raksa and Rahasya-trayasára (chap. 29). The chapter 
in the Paramata-bhanga is therefore mainly confined to prove 
the untenability of the theories on upaya advanced by different 
schools and how the Visistadvaita theory is sound. 
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(AER CRITICALLY examining both the tattvas or the 
philosophical doctrines and the theories relating to the 
upàya or the means of attaining a higher goal as presented 
by other schools, Vedanta De$ika proceeds to examine the 
theories advanced by them relating to the purusartha or the 
nature of the goal to be attained for which purpose philosophical 
investigation or study of a Dar$ana is undertaken. At the very 
outset, he states that both the non-Vedic as well as Vedic schools 
do not serve any useful purpose (anukula-phala) in this regard 
insofar as they do not help an individual to attain a higher 
spiritual goal such as moksa soon after his death. This sweeping 
and storing criticism by Vedanta Desika is supported by the 
following Smrti text of sage Manu, who is highly respected as 
an authority in respect of all spiritual matters’: 


Yo vedabayah smrtayah yasca kasca kudrstayah; 

Sarvastah nisphalah pretya hi tah smrtah. ; 
The teachings of those schools which do not accept the authority of 
the Vedas and also of those schools which are developed as opposed 
to accepted valid pramāņasand also based on fallacious logical arguments, 
are of no value because they do not serve the purpose of achieving a 
spiritual goal by an individual soon after his death. 


In the chapter titled “Parokta-prayojanadhikara” Vedanta 
Deéika substantiates this criticism by briefly stating the position 
of each school. ^ 

The Carvaka school does not admit any pramanas except 
pratyaksanor the causal relationship. Hence they cannot claim 
that the philosophical discussions would lead to the acquisition 
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of any useful spiritual knowledge. Even the indulgence in 
eating and drinking acts would not serve the spiritual purpose. 

Regarding the Madhyamika Buddhists, they maintain that 
the realization of $unyatva itself is moksa. But such a Sunyatva 
exists all the time (nityasiddha)and it is not a new state which 
is to be secured by some causal factors. If it is to be brought 
about, it cannot be nitya. Hence the study of the Sacred texts 
(Agamas) of the Madhyamikas, contemplation over what is 
learnt, etc., are futile. 

The other three schools of Buddhism, viz., Yogacara, Sautrantika 
and Vaibhasika admit consciousness in the name of vijnana 
but at the same time they regard it as ksanika. Even this vijiana 
endures in the form of a series of mental ideas (jnana-santati). 
It is devoid of attributes (nirguna) and does not have bhoktrtva 
or the capacity to experience anything. In the absence of 
bhoktrtva there would be no scope for an individual to enjoy 
the fruits of the deeds performed by him. Hence if a goal as 
prescribed in their Sacred texts is to be attained, it is of no 
value (nisphala). 

The same kind of criticism applies to Advaita Vedanta. 
Though it admits atman as nitya or eternal, it is only of the 
nature of consciousness (caitanya-màtra) and it is also devoid 
of all attributes (nirguna). It is neither the subject of knowledge 
(jfiata) nor the bhokta or the subject of experience. Such a 
kind of atman cannot therefore enjoy the fruits of the deeds 
performed by an individual. Besides, the avidya which causes 
the bondage for the atman and also the eradication of it by the 
knowledge of the true nature of the self are considered as mithya 
or illusory. Such a view would render the endeavour to be made 
to attain a desired goal futile (svabhimata-prayojana-bhariga). 

The Jaina school which upholds Anekantavada, that is, that 
the nature of an object or concept is of manifold nature cannot 
be determined in a specific way. The distinction between sukha 
and duhkha and also bandha and moksa cannot be determined 
in a specific way. In the absence of settled theories, the attainment 
of human goals, whether if falls within the purview of our 

' experience (drsta-prayojana) or is beyond the Scope of our 
experience (adrsta-phala) ceases to have any significance. 

This criticism against the Jainas also applies to Bhaskara 

school of Vedanta which subscribes to the doctrine of 


The Doctrine of Purusartha 217 


Bhedabheda, that is, Brahman and jiva are both different 
(bheda) and also non-different (abheda) by overlooking the 
contradiction involved in the co-existence of bheda and abheda. 
Besides, this school which admits svarupaikya between Brahman 
and jiva is open to the criticism of being opposed to the 
Scriptural texts which speak of samya or equal status of jiva 
with Brahman in the state of mukti. 

Regarding the Vaisesika- and the Nirisvara-mimamsas 
expounded by Prabhakara, the nature of the goal formulated 
by them also suffers from defects. They conceive moksa as a 
state of existence for the jivatman as totally devoid of all experience, 
both sukha and duhkha, similar to the piece of stone (pasana- 
kalpa). This theory is directly opposed to the teaching imparted 
to Indra by Prajapati in the Chandogya Upanisad about the 
nature of moksa, according to which jzva in the state of moksa 
manifests itself with eight gunas, such as apahata-papamatva, 
satyasankalpa, satyakama, etc., as distinct from the state of 
jiva (in bondage) and also during susupti or dreamless state 
when it does not have any experience. 

The school of Mimàrnsà represented by Kumarila (Sesvara- 
mimamsa) and the author of Nyayabhusama, a commentary 
on Vaisesikasutras maintains a modified theory of moksa as 
the experience of the bliss of one's own self (svatmananda- 
mátra-anubhava). Even this cannot constitute the higher Spiritual 
Goal when it is compared to the enjoyment of the infinite 
bliss of Brahman along with His glory by the muktatma in the 
state of moksa, as stated in the Upanisads. 

Coming to the Sankhya school, they maintain that kaivalya 
or the state of existence of purusa (the jivatman) totally free 
from the association with citta or mind and all its functions is 
moksa. According to the Sankhyas, purusa is by nature always 
free and he is neither bound nor liberated.? If this is their 
premise, the attainment of kaivalya cannot constitute a purusartha 
or a state to be attained as a Goal (sadhya). A section of the 
Sankhya school maintains a modified view according to which 
the acquisition of astaisvarya or eight kinds of higher super- 
normal powers is moksa. But this cannot also be regarded as 
moksa because it is possible to acquire these powers while the 
jivatman is in the state of bondage through the yogic practice. 
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The Pasupata school believes that the attainment of a status 
equal to that of Pasupati or Siva (pasupati sárupya) is moksa. 
But this theory cannot constitute the Supreme Goal, because 
PaSupati or Siva is a Vedic deity like Caturmukha Brahma, 
Indra, etc., who are brought into existence like other jivas 
by Brahman. Attainment of an equal status with Pasupati, 
similar to the attainment of equality with Indra by Nahusa, 
Yayati, etc., the Puranic personalities, cannot constitute the 
Higher Goal as conceived by the Upanisads. 

After critically examining the theories of all other schools 
regarding the Higher Spiritual Goal to be attained, Vedanta 
Desika states the correct theory as well established by Visistadvaita 
Vedanta expounded by the Sarzraka-éastra (Brahmasutra) in 
the following statement: 


Paramatmadhina-tattulya tadanubhava mahananda parama-prayojana. 

The highest Spiritual Goal is the attainment of the Supreme bliss of 
Brahman which is similar to that enjoyed by Brahman (tattulya or 
samana-bhoga) by the liberated jivatman by its being dependent on 
Paramatman (Paramadhina) 9 


Thatis, the individual self, after it is liberated from bondage, 
attains the status of equality with Paramatman only in respect 
of the enjoyment of the bliss of Paramatman to the same extent 
as Brahman enjoys His own glory. Even in this state, though 
the jzva is free from bondage and becomes sarvajna, it is still 
dependent on Paramatman since dasyatva or dependence on 
the Lord is his suabhavaka-dharma (svarupa). Such a concept ` 
of moksa as conceived in the Visistadvaita Vedanta is in full 
accordance with the Upanisadic texts and the Vedantasutras 
based on it.* 
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General Evaluation and Conclusion 


It THE PRECEDING CHAPTERS we have presented the critical 
observations made by Vedanta De&ika on the fifteen schools 
of thought. The main points of criticisms on each school are 
summed up in the following resuméoutlined by Vedanta Desika 
in the concluding chapter of the Paramata-bhanga named 
Nigamanadhikara. 


CARVAKA SCHOOL 


This school upholds that pratyaksa or perception alone is the 
source of knowledge. This is not a correct stand because it is 
found that inference (anumdna) and also verbal testimony 
(Sabda) serve as the sources of knowledge. The knowledge 
derived from the other two pramanas is not contradicted. 
The Carvakas themselves have accepted in a number of cases 
that the knowledge derived from inference and also on the 
basis of the statements of reliable persons are true. Vedas or 
the Revealed Scripture is free from defects and hence it has 
to be accepted as a source of authority in respect of spiritual 
matters. It is therefore wrong to deny the existence of jzvatman 
as distinct from body and also the concept of God, which are 
well established in the Scriptural texts. 


MADHYAMIKA BUDDHISM 
As the Madhyamika believes that everything is $umya or 
indeterminable, which almost amounts to non-existence, he 
hoes not have any valid pramánas which are needed to establish 
his own doctrines. He cannot therefore prove that sunyatva 
is the truth. Consequently, the theories advanced by rival 


schools would stand valid. _ 
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YOGACARA BUDDHISM 


This school maintains that jñāna alone, called vijnana in the 
form of a series of mental ideas, is real, whereas jnatr or the 
subject of knowledge and jñeya or the external object, do 
not really exist. The latter are falsely imposed on jñāna 
(kalpitakara). This is opposed to our perceptual experience 
in the form idam aham jandémi—‘I know this,” which involves 
three factors, viz., the subject denoted by “I,” the object denoted 
by "this" (idam) and the process of knowing denoted by “I 
know” (janàmi). When this is a fact, the denial of the object 
and the subject would lead to the denial of even jnàna, by 
adopting the Madhyamika logic of sarva-Sunyatva. If, on the 
other hand, jana is considered important as it is evident, 
then he can as well admit the jñātr or knower and jneya or 
object. 


SAUTRANTIKA BUDDHISM 


This school admits both jñāna and jneya or the external object 
but the latter is to be inferred on the basis of the fact that 
knowledge has a content (jnanakara). This is not a satisfactory 
explanation because on the basis of the content of the knowledge, 
itisnot possible to know the object with all its specific qualities. 


VAIBHASIKA BUDDHISM 


Though this school accepts both Jnana and jneya or the external 
object, it holds the view that bare being of the object without 
any qualifications seen at the first moment alone is real whereas 
what is perceived later along with certain qualities, technically 
called vikalpa, are mithyà or unreal since these are superimposed 
in the subsequent moment by the mind. This view would amount 
to the denial of the very object which is so evident to our 
perception. Further, this school along with Yogacara and 
Sautrantika regard that all entities in the universe are momen 

in character (ksanika). Consequently, we cannot explain the 
concept of memory (smrti) and pratyabhijna or the recognition 
of the object seen now as the same as the one Seen earlier 
Besides, if there is no continuity in the events, the fruits of 
the deeds done by one at a particular time h 


as to be reaped 
by another individual at a different time. RES 
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ADVAITA VEDANTA SCHOOL 


This school upholds the theory that other than jñāna (atman) 
which alone is real, everything else is illusory(mithya). What 
is admitted as Reality is one and nitya or eternal, unlike the 
theory of Yogacara for which jñāna is ksanikaand many (bahu) 
in the form of numerous mental series. But the characteristics 
of ekatva and nityatva are also regarded as mitya by the Advaitin. 
For the Advaitin the Vedas which are regarded as an important 
source of authority (pramana), are also the product of avidya 
and thus it is rendered invalid by its being illusory in character. 
In the absence of valid framanasit is neither possible to prove 
one's own doctrines nor refute the theories of other schools 
as invalid. Further, it is maintained that Brahman which is 
the one Reality and which is pure consciousness devoid of all 
attributes (mirvisesa), is eclipsed by avidya whose nature is 
indescribable as either sat or asat (anirvacaniya). The existence 
of the nirvisesa entity and the mihtyatva or illusory character 
of the universe cannot be proved by any pramanas. Hence 
this school of Vedanta is not acceptable. 


JAINA SCHOOL 


This school does not accept Vedas as a source of authority. 
Instead, it believes that a person named “Arhan” is sarvajna 
or omniscient and that all that is taught by him is authoritative. 
But it cannot be conclusively proved that Arhan is sarvajna 
as against a similar claim made for Buddha as sarvajna. Further, 
this school advocates the doctrines such as sapta-bhangi which 
are opposed to our perceptual experience. It also prescribes 
religious practices as opposed to Vedic teachings. Due to these 
reasons, it is to be rejected. 


BHEDABHEDA SCHOOLS OF VEDANTA 


Bhàskara and Yadavaprakaéa, who are the chief exponents 
of this school embrace the co-existence of bheda and abheda 
like the Jainas, overlooking the contradiction involved in it. 
Similarly they admit difference and non-difference uen 
guna and guni as well as jati and vyakti. Brahman is free 
from all defects and is also niravaya or devoid of parts. The 
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admission of bheda@hbeda relationship between Brahman and 
Jiva would lead to the acceptance of all the defects of the jiva 
in respect of Brahman. Hence this school is refuted. 


SABDA-BRAHMA VIVARTAVĀDA 


This school expounded by Bhartrhari, a grammarian, advocates 
that śabda which is technically named sphota is itself Brahman 
and it either illusorily manifests itself as the universe (according 
to Bhartrhari) or it directly undergoes modification (parinàma)as 
jagat (according to Halayudha). This is rejected on the same 
ground as that of Brahma Vivartavada of Advaita and also 
Brahma Parinamavada of Bhartrpraparica. Besides, the theory 
of sphota or the word essence which is claimed to convey the 
meaning of words and sentences is unproved by any of the 
pramanas. 


VAISESIKA SCHOOL 


This school is also rejected because of the following reasons. 
In the first place it does not accept that Veda is apauruseya, 
that is, it is not ascribed to an author. Agamas or Revealed 
Scripture which is generally accepted as a separate pramana 
is included in the inference. In the matter of enumeration of 
the tattvas, it does not admit prakrti or the primordial cosmic 
matter and its other evolutes as taught in the Upanisads. Even 
with regard to the enumeration of the material entities, it 
admits the concept of avayavi or the aggregate of parts (avayavas) 
as distinct from the combination of parts (sanghata). More 
importantly it attempts to establish its theories based on fallacious 
inferential arguments (anumana-abhasa). 


NYAYA SCHOOL 


This school adopts most of the theories developed by Vaisesika 
and hence the criticisms leveled against them would also be 
applicable to it. But however, Nyaya Daráana is included among 
the ten dharma-vidyasthanas or the Philosophical treatises which 
are useful for the acquisition of Spiritual knowledge. The 
question therefore arises whether it would be Proper to refute 


it. Vedanta Desika replies that it is not inappropriate to criticize 
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it since the founders of the Nyàya school have not attempted 


to interpret or explain their thories in conformity with the 
Vedanta doctrines. 


MIMAMSA SCHOOL 


Mimamsa as one Sastra or treatise comprising twenty adhydyas 
which deals with the interpretation of the entire Vedas—both 
the ritulistic portion and the Upanisadic portion, consists of 
three parts (kandas) similar to the three adhyayas of a treatise | 
each dealing with a particular subject. Of these the first part 
which is generally acknowledged as Pūrva Mimamsa compiled 
by sage Jaimini, is further divided into two schools due to 
the two different interpretations offered on the Jaiminisutras 
by the later commentators—Kumarila Bhatta and Prabhakara. 
The major difference between the two lies in respect of the 
admission of /svara. One school which admits /$vara is known 
as Se$vara Mīmārhsā and the school which denies I$svara and 
the existence of celestial deities with bodies for whom yaga is 
performed is known as Nirisvara Mimarsa. These two schools 
are also designated as Kabandha Mimamsa after the name of 
Kabandha, the mythological person whose head was cut off 
and Rahu Mimamsa after the name of Rahu, the mythological 
demon whose body was taken off. The Kabandha Mimamsa 
represented by Kumarila Bhatta accords greater importance 
to the ritualistic part of Vedas and as such it admits that karma 
or the performance of prescribed deeds is more important 
than the worship of Jsvara for granting rewards for the deeds 
performed. It is this school of Mimamsa known as Niri$vara 
Mimarnsa which comes up for criticism and is rejected. 

As regards the Sesvara Mimamsa represented by Prabhakara, 
though it admits Isvara, the ontological doctrines developed 
by them which are similar to those of Vaisesika, are defective. 
They admit the theory of moksa conceived by Vaisesika asa 
state of existence for the jivatman as devoid of all experience, 
similar to a piece of stone (pasana-kalpa). 

Both these schools admit the Vaisesika theory of avayava 
and avayaviwhich cannot be proved by pramanas, the concept 


y caused by the yagas as the bestower 


of apurva or unseen potenc a A 
of the fruits of the deeds rather than the grace of /Svara 
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established in the Vedanta and also the denial of the possession 
of body by the devatas as established in the Agamas. Hence 
both these schools of Pūrva Mimarnsa stand rejected. 


SANKHYA SCHOOL 


This school, no doubt, admits the authoritativeness of the 
Vedas unlike the Niri$vara Mimarhsa but it denies the existence 
of lívara as a separate /attva other than prakrti and purusa. 
Further, the prakrti is conceived as an entity comprising three 
components which are regarded as dravyas or substances instead 
of gunas or qualities. Further, it maintains the theory that 
the effects (karya) is latent in the causal substance similar to 
the oil in the oil seeds and what is latent is only made manifest 
(abhivyakti) by the causal factors. This theory is opposed to 
our perceptual experience. 
Regarding the nature of atman, the Sankhyas admit that it 


a separate ontological principle. Thus the system which is 
full of self-contradictions does not deserve to accepted. 


as yama, niyama, etc. Though these Constitute a wel] 
discipline, its Significance is lost by concej 


saksatkara. 
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PASUPATA SCHOOL 


This school, like Yoga, admits all the three ontological 
principles—frakrti, purusa, and Isvara. But it does not acknowledge 
I$vara as upādānā-kāraņa of the universe. He is only nimitta- 
ka@rana as in the Yoga school. With regard to the enumeration 
of the tattvas it mentions thirty-six instead of twenty-five as 
generally accepted, by adding unnecessary additional principles. 
More than anything, the religious observances laid down by 
the school are opposed to the Vedic teachings. Hence this 
school falls outside the scope of accepted orthodox schools. 


PANCARATRA SCHOOL 


Though this school is included among the rival schools taken 
up for critical review, it is not intended for criticism (bhanga). 
There are some objections raised by the rival schools questioning 
its validity (pramanya) on the ground that it advocates a few 
theories such as the origin of jiva (jiva-utpatti) as against the 
Upanisadic teachings which admit that j;va is nitya. It is therefore 
felt necessary to answer these objections and establish the 
validity of the Parcaratra. The religious way of life taught in 
the Paficaratrasamhitas are in full accord with the way of life 
advocated by Vedanta. These treatises mainly deal with the 
subject related to the modes of worship of the Parama-purusa 
or Supreme Being referred to in the Upanisads, through the 
means of upasand or devoted meditation and securing His 
grace, which alone confers moksa or liberation from bondage 
to the devotee. Hence it is to be accepted as most authoritative 
Bhagavatsastra useful for redemption from bondage. 

The above criticisms offered against the fifteen schools of 
thoughtare confined to their main philosophical tenets (tattvas). 
Regarding their theories on upaya (means of attainment) and 
purusartha (goal), these have been outlined briefly in the 
chaps. 20 and 21 of the Paramata-bhanga along with the theories 
upheld by Visistadvaita on these topics. The three een 
metaphysical doctrines (tattvas) of Visistadvaita—cit, acit, an 
Ivara, are presented in three in three separate OUR 7 
the beginning of the treatise. Though these are not intende 
for refutation, the possible objections against the theories o 
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Visistadvaita are answered. Thus Paramata-bhangais a distinctive 
philosophical treatise containing a critical review of all the 
important systems of Indian philosophy that were prevalent 
during the time of Vedanta Deśika. 

After briefly stating the defects of all the systems of philosophy 
other than Pancaratra that were prevalent at the time of Vedanta 
De$ika, a question is raised: what about the new schools of 
thought which may come up in later times and which may 
advance theories as opposed to Visistadvaita Vedanta? Would 
it then be justified to claim that all possible objections against 
Visistadvaita doctrines are answered? 

In reply to this query Vedanta DeSika answers that whatever 
theories are found defective and hence need to be refuted, 
this task is already accomplished by the objections levelled 
against the theories which are similar to what is mentioned 
(nirasta-tulya-bhaga-dattottaram). If there are theories that may 
be newly formulated somewhat similar to what is presented 
by Visistadvaita, then there would be no need to refute them 
(siddhanta-tulya-bhaga ma dusyah). 

As we have explained in the Introduction; this critical review 
is not undertaken by Vedanta Desika for a limited purpose 
of establishing one's own theories (svapaksasthapana) through 
the refutation of the theories of rival schools, but on the 
other hand, it is intended to provide a correct knowledge 
about the fundamental teachings of Visistádvaita Vedanta as 
compared to those advanced by the rival schools of thought. 
As we have pointed out in the preceding chapters, the non- 
Vedic schools such as Carvaka, Buddhism and Jainism do 
not accept the authority of the Vedas. The Vedic schools such 
as Vaisesika, Nyaya, Sankhya, Yoga, and Nirisvara-mimarmsa, 
even though they accept the authority of the Vedas, have 
developed theories which do not conform to the Upanisadic 
teachings and which are also found logically defective. Even 
among the Vedanta schools such as Sankara’s Advaita 
Bhedabhedavada of Bhaskara and Yadavaprakaéa, MM , 
are based on the Upanisads and the Vedantasütra, have dU 
doctrines which are found untenable, An aspirant for moksa 
is required to acquire a proper and correct tattva-jnana that 
leads to moksa and avoid being entrapped in the Pitfalls of 
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erroneous theories. It is with this objective that Vedanta Deéika 
has undertaken to write this special compendium under the 
title of Paramata-bhanga. 

The question may be raised whether this objective has been 
accomplished in this work. A dispassionate study of the critical 
review of the text will reveal that this is satisfactorily achieved. 
As Vedanta Desika points out in the first three chapters and 
also in the concluding chapter, a sound system of philosophy 
should admit,the three fundamental metaphysical principles 
viz., cit or jivatman, acit or the primordial cosmic matter 
and Jévara or the Supreme Being, as stated in the Svetasvatara 
Upanisad. All the three are to be admitted as real and also 
different from each other by virtue of their intrinsic nature, 
as clearly enunciated in the bheda-Srutis or the Upanisadic 
texts which speak of difference between them. In the same 
way, on the basis of the abheda-srutis or the Upanisadic texts 
which speak of non-difference between the three tattvas, these 
are to be admitted as one in the sense that /évaraas organically 
related to cit and acitis a visista-tattua. When three ontological 
entities are admitted, a proper relationship between them, 
that is, between Zsvara and jiva as well as Isvara and jagat, 
needs to be established. The Antaryami Brahmana of the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad explicitly states that Brahman is immanent 
in all sentient and non-sentient entities and that it is the universal 
Self (Atman) as Inner Controller (Antaryamin) and also that 
the universe including the jzvas are its body in the metaphysical 
sense. On the authority of this Scriptural text, Visistadvaita 
Vedanta upholds that Brahman as organically related to cit 
and acit is one ultimate Reality. Thus on the basis of the 
body-soul relation, it establishes a satisfactory relationship 
between Brahman and the two other ontological entities— 

Jivas and jagat. Herein lies the merit of Visistadvaita as a 
hilosophical system. 
p TAA CORE standpoint, all other schools of thought 
including Advaita, Bhedabhedavada and later school of Vedanta 
are found defective. The Carvaka school does not admit jzva 
and also vara. Buddhist schools do not admit the eternal 
fivàtman. Nor does it admit Isvara as the Creator and Ruler 
of the universe. Though the Jainas accept jiva, they dognot 
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believe in the existence of God other than Arhan as an omniscient 
person. Coming to the Vedic schools, Sankhyas admit only 
tow entities—purusa and prakrti. Though the Yoga school believes 
in Isvara, He is regarded only as furusa-visesa and nimitta- 
karana of the universe. The schools of NiriSvara-mimamsa, 
Vaisesika, and Nyàya admit jiva, universe and Ďśvara, but 
Isvarais not accorded an important place. The Pasupata accepts 
Siva, a Vedic deity, as Isvara, but He is the nimitta-karana of 
the universe. 

Taking the Vedanta schools, though Advaita accepts all 
the three tattvas, Brahman alone is admitted as absolutely 
real, whereas j?vas and the universe are illusory in character. 
The Bhedabheda schools admit all the three tattvas but they 
do not provide a satisfactory relationship between Brahman 
and jiva as well as Brahman and universe. The later Vedanta 
schools suffer from the same defect. The schools of Sivadvaita 
admit Siva as the Supreme Deity instead of Brahman on the 
authority of the Saivagamas. 

Further, the rival schools do not uphold a satisfactory theory 
of upaya and purusartha. As stated by Vedanta Deśika in the 
chapter on purusartha, all the schools which are opposed to 
the Vedic teachings (Vedabahyah) and also those which accept 
the Vedic authority but misinterpret the Upanisadic texts by 
adopting fallacious logical arguments (kudrstayah) , are of no 
value (nisphalah) because their teachings do not help to attain 
moksa which is the Supreme Goal. This view of Vedanta Desika 
is well supported by the following statement of Manu: 


yo vedabahyah smrtayah yasca kascana kudrstayah; 
sarvaste nisphalah pretya hi tah smrtah. 

The teachings of those schools which do not ac. 
the Vedas and also of those schools which are d 
to the accepted valid pramanas and also based 
arguments, are of no value because they do not 
achieving the Supreme Goal (moksa) by an ind: 


cept the authority of 
eveloped as opposed 
On fallacious logical 
serve the purpose of 
ividual. 

. This point is explained in the chapters deal; ' 3 
and purusartha. As Vedanta is puse a oer d eo 
to show a way to the liberation of the oam, ae 4 e. 
it is relevant to judge the value of o m bondage, 


ther school ; 
terms of their usefulness to attain moksa. Hence Nemo ; à 
L 
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justifiably affirms that Visistadvaita Vedanta expounded by 
Ramanuja on the authoritative sources viz., the Upanisads, 
the Vedàntasutra and other allied texts such as Smrtis with 
the support of logic, is a sound system of philosophy. 

As already stated, the merit of this system is that it admits 
the three ontological entities— cit, acit, and I$vara as mentioned 
in the Upanisads. On the basis of the bheda-srutis or the Upanisadic 
texts which speak of difference between the three tattvas, these 
are regarded as different from each other by virtue of their 
intrinsic nature. Similarly on the authority of the abheda-Srutis 
or the Upanisadic texts speaking of non-difference between 
the three tattvas, these are taken as one in the sense that 
Isvara as organically related to cit and acit is one visista-tattva 
in the primary sense (mukhya-vrtti). 

An objection may be raised against the above conclusion 
justifying the soundness of the Visistadvaita system of philosophy 
on the basis of reconciling the bheda and abheda Srutis by 
conceiving the relation of Sarira-atma-bhava or the relation 
of body to the soul. How can the non-sentient jagat and sentiment 
jivas be regarded as the Sartra or body of Paramatman? This 
is a major objection that is generally raised by the critics of 
Visistadvaita and in particular by post-Ramanuja theistic schools 
which do not accept the Sariratma-bhava between the three 
tattvas. Vedanta Deéika himself raises this question in chapter 
2 on cit-tattva. Is it appropriate to conceive the jivatman who 
is the owner of the physical body, as the $arira or body of 
Paramatman? In reply, he explains, on the basis of the arguments 
advanced by Ramanuja in the Sribhasya, that the term sanra 
is not to be taken in the ordinary sense as the physical body. 
The Naiyayikas have defined body as that which is the seat or 
abode of activity, sense organs and experience in the form 
of pleasure and pain.! This definition of body is considered 
defective because it is too wide or too narrow. If the body 18 
a seat of activity, even a pot becomes a śarira in so far as it is 
locus of cesta or some activity. Again the body in the state of 
swoon ques not have any activity but it still continues to be 
the body. The definition of the body as the abode of sense 


organs is too narrow as it excludes such material entities 


which are regarded in the Antaryam: Brahmana as bodies but 
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do not have sense organs. That body is the basis for the experience 
of pleasure and pain is faulty because such experience belongs 
to the soul or the empirical ego (antahkarana) but not to the 
physical body. Further, the definition offered by the Naiyayikas 
does not apply to the physical elements such as frthivi, ap 
and other entities described in the Antaryàmi Brahmana as 
$arira of Paramatman. Ramanuja therefore offers an appropriate 
definition of sarira which would be applicable to all entities— 
both sentient and non-sentient. Thus it is defined: yasya cetanasya 
yaddravyam sarvatmana svarthe niyantum dharayithum ca Sakyam 
tacchesataika-svarupam ca tat-tasya sariram.? It means: “In respect 
of a sentient being, either Paramatman or jivátman, whatever 
entity is wholly and always controlled. and supported for its 
own purpose and which stands to the self in an entirely dependent 
relation, is called sara." The significance of this definition? 
is that the sariratma-bhava or the relation of body-soul holds 
good between two entities (dravyas) of which one should be 
a sentient being, either jivatman or Paramatman and both of 
which should also be inseparably related as long asthey endure 
(aprthak-siddhimat). Taking the example of the physical body 
of an individual, it is inseparably related to the jiva. The 
body is sustained and controlled by jiva. The body exists for 
the purpose of jrva. Thus jiva is the sariri or the owner of the 
physical body. On the basis of this analogy, the relationship 
between jivatman and Paramatman and so also other entities 
in the universe are regarded as Sarira of Paramàtman in a 
metaphysical sense. That is, as that which is wholly and always 
controlled and sustained by a sentient being. If the term śarīra 
is not understood in the above sense, the twenty-two entities 
referred to in the Antaryami Brahmana of the Brhadàranyaka 
Upanisad as śarīra of Paramatman who is the universal soul 
(Sart) by virtue of His being the Antaryamin or Inner Controller 
would not be meaningful. The term Sartra used in the Anta ami 
Brahmana cannot be taken ina figurative sense as ‘eee 
by Sankara and Madhya. It is employed in the Brh da 
Upanisad and also in the Subala Upanisad to imi aramyaka 
: ; Ply the ontological 


relationship that exists between Paramatman, and the universe 
including jzvas. i 
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Brahman as the śarīri signifies three important characteristics 
of the Ultimate Reality: (1) That it is the ground or source 
(adhara) of the entire universe; (2) that it is the controller 
(niyanta) of all; (3) that it is the Lord ($es2) of all. All these 
characteristics are well established in the Upanisads. Brahman 
as the primary cause of the universe establishes the fact that 
it is the ground or adhara of the inverse of cit and acit. Thus 
the Chandogya Upanisad affirms that all beings have their root 
in the sat (Brahman) and that they are grounded in the sat 
(sanmulah saumya imah sarvàh prajah sadayatanah satpratisthah) .^ 
The Antaryàmi Brahmana declares that Brahman is the controller 
of the entire universe including the jivas.° Brahman as the 
creator of the universe and the universe created by Him out 
of His sankalpaas a sport (la) reveals the fact that the universe 
including the jivas are intended to subserve the purpose of 
the Supreme Lord similar to the pleasure-garden created by 
an individual for the benefit of its owner. Thus the definition 
of sarira offered by Ramanuja is well-supported by the Upanisadic 
teachings. 

On the basis of the theory of saratma-bhava or the body- 
soul relation, the Visistadvaita Vedanta maintains that the 
entire universe of cit and acit stands in a relation of a body 
to the soul. All sentient and non-sentient beings constitute 
the śarīra or body of Brahman in the technical sense, viz., 
the former are wholly dependent on the latter for their existence 
(sattà); they are completely controlled by Brahman and they 
subserve the purpose of the Supreme Being. Brahman is called 
the Atman or íaririn because it is the ground (adhara) for 
the universe, it is the controller (niyanta) of the universe 
and it uses it for its own purpose (Ses?). The three ONES ES 
used to explain comprehensively the ontological relationship 
that exists between Brahman and the universe of cit and acit 
are: (1) adhara-adheya (sustainer and sustained) , (2) niyanta- 
ntrolled), and (3) Sest-Sesa (the 
nt). On the basis of this organic 
n jiva and Brahman, Vedanta 


niyamya (controller and co 
self-subsistent and depende 


relationship that exists betwee Ae ae 
Desika defines cit or jrvatmanas that which is necessarily adheya, 


vidheya, and éesa. These three characteristics constitute the 
t ym z . 
very svarūpa of not only cit but also acit. 
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Another significant philosophical implication of this relation 
is that it satisfactorily reconciles the apparent conflict between 
the bheda-srutis and the abheda-srutis. That is, it accounts for 
bheda or difference that exists between the three ontological 
entities viz., Brahman, cit and acit by virtue of their intrinsic 
nature as taught in the Upanisads. It also explains abheda or 
non-difference between them in the sense of oneness or organic 
unity (visista) between Brahman as well as cit and acit. In 
other words, Brahman as organically related to cit and acit is 
one viSsista-tattva. If such an explanation is not admitted, then 
it would not be possible to reconcile both the abheda and 
bhedaxelation between Brahman and the other two ontological 
entities in the primary sense. Sankara accords greater importance 
to the abheda-srutisand regards the bheda-srutisas less important. 
Madhva, on the contrary, accords greater importance to the 
bheda-érutis and lesser importance to the abheda-írutis which 
are taken in a figurative sense. This is not appropriate because 
all the Upanisadic texts have to be admitted as equally valid 
and authoritative. The stand taken by Ramanuja therefore 
accords equal importance to both abheda- and bheda-érutis. 
This stand taken by Ramanuja has the support of the Vedanta- 
sutras dealing with the nature of jiva’s relation to Brahman 
and also the relation between Brahman and the universe. 
Badarayana employs the term amsato explain the jiva’s relation 

to Brahman. The term améa interpreted in the sense of an 
integral part of the whole or the essential at 
related to the substance, provides the sati 
for both difference and non-difference. 
substance and attribute are different by vi 
like the red rose and its colour redness, 
inherently or inseparably related to the at 
entity, similar to the rose as inseparably 
r does not subsi i : ; 
Bie aap A In the P a TRUE e inherent n 
; e : ubstance without its 
attributes, is inconceivable. As Vedanta De$ika points out 
all entities in the universe, both materia] as well as spiri al 
such as jiva and Paramatman, are visis Spiritu 


sta in character i 
qualified with some attributes. A pure Substance er Ba am 


tribute as inherently 
sfactory explanation 
Epistemologically a 
rtue of their nature, 
but the substance as 
tribute is one complex 
related to its redness. 
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qualities is non-existent, like the sky-flower. The difference 
between substance and attribute is unquestionable, as explained 
in the first chapter of Paramata-bhanga and in detail in the 
Tattva-mukta-kalapa.” 

According to Ramanuja, Brahman is organically related 
to cit and acit at all times, both during the state of dissolution 
and even after creation of the universe. During the state of 
dissolution it is associated with cit and acit in their subtle 
form (suksmdvastha) and in the state after creation, the same 
Brahman becomes associated with cit and acit in their gross 
or manifest state (sthulavastha). 

An objection may be raised whether such a visista entity 
can be regarded as the Ultimate Reality. The Chandogya Upanisad 
states: “sadeva idam agra àsit ekameva advitiyam." The same 
factisalso stated in the Brhadaranyaka and Aitareya Upanisads 
dealing with the causation of the universe. If these texts are 
taken as they are, they emphasise that the Ultimate Reality is 
one only without a second. That is, the Ultimate Reality is 
one undifferentiated Being (nirvisesaentity) devoid of all attributes. 
This is the view maintained by Advaita Vedanta. Vedanta Desika 
refutes this theory. Oneness of Reality in the sense of svarupatkya 
or tadatmya, as Advaitin maintains is untenable. As explained 
in chap. 1, all entities, both material and spiritual such as 
Brahman and j7vaiman is a quality one (visista). That is, that 
which is characterized by attributes. A pure being devoid of 
any quality is a metaphysical abstraction similar to the sky- 
flower and it is beyond logical and mental comprehension. 

Further, as stated earlier, if the validity of both bheda-srutis 
and abheda-srutisis to be upheld in the primary sense (mukhyartha), 
it is possible to do so only by admitting it in the sense of 
visistaikya, that is, Brahman as organically or inseparably related 
to cit and acit is one. As stated by Vedanta Desika, though 
there is absolute difference between Isvara and the other 
two ontological entities and also between the individual souls 
and matter, the Ultimate Reality is considered as one pegau 
as an organic entity it is one (prakara prakarinoh pr CORN 
ca mitho atyanta bhede api visistaikyadi-vivaksaya chatua vyap L 


isi iling the apparent conflict between 
This is the only way of reconciling pP ie REDE 


the bheda-érutis and abheda-srutis. This 
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out in our analysis of the Bhedabheda schools of Vedanta as 
well as other post-Ramanuja theistic schools and, in particular, 
Dvaita. 

Vedanta Desika is therefore fully justified in coming to 
the following conclusion after the critical review of all other 
schools of thought, viz., that Visistadvaita Vedanta as expounded 
by Ramanuja on the authority of the Upanisads, Veddntasutra 
and Smrti texts supported with logic is the soundest system 
of philosophy. A mumuksu or one who aspires for moksa should 
adopt the right way of spiritual life as established by the Sacred 
texts properly interpreted in accordance with sound logical 
arguments and also by making use of allied treatises such as 
Smrti texts which elucidate the Vedic teachings. One should 
also be guided by the path shown by great sages and dcaryas 
such as Manu, Parasara, Suka, Saunaka, Nathamuni, Yamuna, 
and Sri Ramanuja. Those who attempt to establish philosophical 
truths only on the basis of tarka or logical arguments are 
bound to go wrong since tarka alone without the support of 
Scriptural texts cannot conclusively establish a theory since 
it is possible by the adoption of same logical arguments to 
disprove a theory. In the opinion of Vedanta Desika, it is 
safer and appropriate to follow the way shown by the great 


sages for overcoming bondage and attaining the Supreme 
Spiritual Goal. 
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S 1.1.1: Atma va idam 


Ke) 


abhava 
abheda 


abheda-srutis 


abhivyakti 
abhimana 
acetana 
acintya 
acit 
adharma 
adheya 
adhikara 


adhikarana 


adhyavasaya 
adravya 


Agamas 
agantuka 


Glossary 


non-existence; a logical category according 
to Nyaya-Vaisesika. 

non-difference; identity of jiva and 
Brahman according to Advaita. 
Scriptural texts speaking of non-difference 
between two ontological entities such as 
Brahman and jiva. 

manifestation of what is latent in a causal 
substance. 

attachment. 

that which is devoid of the capacity to know, 
such as dharma-bhuta-jnana, nitya-vibhuti, as 
contrasted to jiva, according to Visistadvaita. 
indescribable or inconceivable. 
non-sentient matter, the primordial cosmic 
matter. 

deeds prohibited by the sacred texts; evil; 
principle of rest according to Jainas. 
that which is wholly and always supported 
and controlled by a Higher Being, as in 
the case of jiva and cosmic matter. 

a chapter dealing with a specific subject. 
topical section comprising one or more 
Vedantasütras, dealing with a specific subject. 
determination. 
non-substance; an attribute which does 
not serve as substrate of another quality. 
sacred texts. 


accidental. 
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ahamartha 
ahankara 
ahikundala 


ajada 
ajnana 


akarmavasya 
akincanya 
aksara 


anadi 


ananda-taratamya 


andaja 
Anekantavada 


antah-karana 
antariksa 


Antaryamin 


anu 
anubhauti 


anumana 
anumanta 


anupravesa 


anyonya-abhava 
aparoksa-jnana 


apasiddhanta 
aprthak-siddha 
apurva 


entity denoted by the notion of “T;” jzuátman 

according to ViSistadvaita. 

an evolute of prakrt:; the ego caused by 

delusion. 

serpent and its coil. 

what is spiritual, such as God, jzva, etc. 

ignorance or absence of knowledge; cosmic 

ignorance which causes world illusion, 

according to Advaita. 

no subject to karma. 

utter incapacity of a person to do an act 

enjoined in the scripture. 

Jiva; also Brahman frakrti associated with 

the aggregate of jivas (jiva samasti). 

having no beginning or origin. 

gradations in the experience of bliss of 

Paramatman by muktas. 

other realms. 

the theory of the Jainas that all things in 

the universe are of indeterminable nature; 

the doctrines of relative pluralism. 

internal sense-organ. 

sky. 

Brahman as inner controller by being 

immanent in all jzvas. 

that which is monadic in Nature. 

knowledge or consciousness; the trans- 

cendental knowledge according to SB. 

inference as a means of knowledge. 

one who approves the action of another 

individual. 

entry of Brahman alon 

the bodies. 

mutual non-existence, 

knowledge of immediate na 

intuition of Reality, 

wrong theory. 

ac DR Is inseparably related, 

of deat Meme e be performance 
urvamimamsa. 


g with jivas into 


ture; direct 
according to Advaita 


asatkaryavada 


asrama 
astika 


atindriya 


aupadhika 
avastha 
avasthiti 


avayava 
avayavi 


avedya 
avidya 


avyakta 
avyakrta 
ayuta-siddha 


baddha 
bandha 


bhanga 
bhedabheda 


bheda-srutis 


bhogya 
bhokta 
bhuta 


caitanya 
cetana 
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the theory of causality which upholds that 
the effect does not exist in the cause, 
according to Nyāya-Vaiśeşika. 
stages of life. 
orthodox; one who accepts Vedas as 
authority. 
that which is beyond the scope of sense- 
perception; super-sensuous. 
what is caused by upadhior limiting adjunct. 
an accident modification of a substance. 
abiding of one thing in another. 
parts of a whole. 
the whole consisting of parts; the aggregate 
of avayavas according to Nyaya-Vaisesika. 
that which is unknowable. 
ignorance; the cosmic principle which 
causes the appearance of Brahman as the 
universe according to Advaita. 
prahrti in its unmanifest form. 
that which exists as unmanifest. 
invariable connection between two entities 
such as guna and gum. 
the jiva associated with bondage. 
bondage. 
refutation; critical review. 
The relation of difference and non-difference 
between two entities. 
Scriptural texts speaking of difference 
between two ontological entities such as 
jiva and Brahman. ; ; 
the object of experiences, prakrtt and its 
products according to Visistadvaita. 
the one who experiences pleasure and 
pain. 
physical element. 

jousness. 
iE wen which is sentient in character 


such as j?va. 
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cit 
Darsana 


dharma 


dharma-bhuta-jnana 


dharmi 

dik 

dravya 
dvyanuka 
gandha 
hita 

Isvara 
jada 

jati 
jivanmaukti 
jnatriva 
jnanendriyas 
jneya 
kaivalya 


kalpa 
kama 
karana-vakya 


karma 


karmendriyas 


sentient being; the individual self. 
school of thought; a well-developed system 
of philosophy. 

righteousness; principle of action according 
to Jainas. 

knowledge as the essential attribute of the 
sel£ attributive knowledge as distinct from 
svarupa-jnana. 

substance; the substrate in which dharma 
inheres according to Vi$sistadvaita. 
directions such as east, west, etc. 
substance; that which serves as the substrate 
of qualities according to Visistadvaita. 
combination of two primary atoms. 
odour. 

the ways and means to be pursued to achieve 
the Spiritual goal. 

The Supreme Being; Brahman; God of 
religion. 

that which is material, such as prakrti, pot, 
etc.; inert; inanimate object. 

generic character; unique characteristic 
of an object, according to Visistadvaita. 
liberation of a jiva while embodied. 
capacity to know; knowership. 

cognitive sense organs. 

object of knowledge. 

the state of existence of the individual self 
dissociated with its mind and functions, 
according to Sankhyas; blissful state of 


existence of a jiva free from bondage. 
epoch. 


sensual pleasures; desire. 


Scriptural statements dealing with causation 
of the universe. 

prescribed ritualistic deeds; action in the 
form of movement of an object according 
to Nyaya-Vaisesika; results of past deeds 
cognative sense-organs. 


karta 
kartrtva 
ksana 


ksanika 
mahat 
Manipravala 


mata 


maya 


mithya 


moksa 
mukta 
mukiatma 
mukti 
mulaprakrti 
mumuksu 
nairghanya 
naraka 
nasa 
nastika 


nimitta-karana 
nirguna 


nirvikalpaka 
nirvikara 
nirvisesa 
nitya-mukta 
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the agent of action; jwa. 

capacity to do an act. 

the absolute instant, according to Buddhists; 
the conglomeration of various causal factors 
which are operative in producing an effect 
according to ViSsistadvaita. 

momentary. 

the first evolute of prakrti. 

Tamil language interspersed with Sanskrit 
words. 

a well-developed system of philosophy; 
religious sect. 

cosmic principle which gives rise to the 
world illusion according to Advaita; the 
primordial cosmic matter; that which is 
an instrument of wonderful creation 
according to Visistadvaita. 

illusory; that which is neither real nor 
unreal but different from both, according 
to Advaita. 

liberation from bondage. 

the jiva liberated from bondage. 

the liberated jiva. 

state of liberation of jiva from bondage. 
primordial cosmic matter. 

one who is desirous of attaining moksa. 


cruelty. 

hell. 

destruction. 

heterodox; one does not accept Vedas as 
authority. 

instrumental or efficient cause. — 
devoid of attributes; undifferentiated; 
devoid of defilements (heyaguna) according 
to RB. $ "i 
indeterminate; devoid of all qualities. 
devoid of modification or any change. 
devoid of all differentiation. 


jiva which is eternally free from bondage. 
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panca-bhutas 
pancikarana 


parak 


paramakasa 
paramanus 


paramapada 
paramarthika 


paratantra 


pariccheda 
parimana 
parinama 


paryaya 
pradhvamsa-abhava 
pragabhava 
pralaya 

pramanas 


prana 
prapanca 
prapatti 


prasasitara 
pratijna 
pratyak 
pratyaksa 
pratyabhijna 


pravrtti 
prthaktva 
pudgala 


purusartha 


five gross elements. 

admixture of five elements in certain 

proportion. : 

what manifests itself for others such as 

dharma-bhuta-jnana. 

transcendental world. 

partless, imperceptible and infinitesimal 

reals, according to Nyaya-Vaisesika; atoms; 

smallest particles according to Visistadvaita. 

the Supreme Abode; the abode of Visnu. 

real; transcendental real according to 

Advaita. 

dependent on something else for its 

existence. 

limitation. 

dimension. 

modification; evolution of an entity into 

a different state. 

modifications; modes according to Jainas. 

posterior non-existence of an object. 

prior non-existence of an object. 

dissolution of the universe. 

means of valid knowledge, such as 

perception, inference and verbal testimony. 

vital breath. 

universe. 

the doctrine of self-surrender to God as 

a direct means to moksa. 

One who commands all beings. 

the statement to be proved; the declaration. 

what is self-revealed such as Jiva. 

perception as a means of knowledge. 

knowledge by the recognition of what is 

seen earlier. 

capacity to function. 

separateness. 

the means given by the Jainas to the cosmic 

e ener modification. 

Spiri avour; the Supreme 
piritual goal such as moksa 


rajas 
$abda-brahma 


sadharmya 
saguna 
sahopalambha 


Sakti 
samadhi 


samaradhana 
samasti 
samasti-srsti 
samavaya 
samsarga 
samskara 
samyavastha 
samyoga 
sanghata 
saptabhangi 


Saranagati 
Sarira 


sarvagata 
sarvajna 
Sastra 


satkaryavada 


Glossary 241 


one of the three qualities of prakrti, which 
stands for whatever is active. 

Cosmic sound essence as Brahman conceived 
by the grammarians. 

having common features. 

that which is qualified with attributes. 
that which is cognized as together, in- 
variable association. 

potency; the power inherent in an entity 
according to Vi$sistadvaita. 

the state of trance; the final stage of eight- 
fold yoga discipline. 

worship of Paramatman. 

aggregation or collection of several parts. 
creation of the aggregate universe. 

the relation of inherence. 

to become united with another entity. 
latent impressions of past experience. 
state of equilibrium. 

relation of conjunction. 

aggregate. 

sevenfold description of an object, 
according to Jainas. 

see prapatti. 

body; that which is wholly and always 
supported and controlled and which serves 
its purpose. 

one who is the owner of the body; the 
Supreme Being who sustains and controls 
the universe including ?7as, according to 
Visistadvaita. 

omnipresent. 

omniscient. 

Sacred texts accepted as authoritative source 
in spiritual matters. , 

the theory of causality which upholds that 
effect is pre-existent ina potential form 
in the causal substances, according to 
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satta 
sat-tarka 


Sativa 


satyasankalpa 
savikalpaka 


$esa 


sphota 


sthavara 
sthiti 

sthula 
$uddha-sattva 


suksma 
$unyavada 


sugupti 
svabhava 


svabhavika 
svalaksana 


svatantra 
tamas 


tanmatras 
tarka 


tattva 


Sankhya; the theory that an affect is the 
modified state of the causal substance 
according to ViSistadvaita. 

existence of an object. 

sound rational arguments. 

one of the three qualities (gunas) of prakrti, 
which stands for whatever is fine and light. 
one whose will is not obstructed. 
determinate; differentiated. 

that which exists for the purpose of the 
Supreme Being. 

essence of sound which produces knowledge 
of things; it also denotes the sabda-brahma 
as conceived by the grammarians as the 
ultimate Reality. 

inanimate object. 

continuation of an object produced. 
gross. 

spiritual substance; transcendental realm 
according to ViSistadvaita. 

subtle. 

the theory of Madhyamika Buddhism that 


everything in the universe is void and non- 
existent; nihilism. 


the state of dreamless sleep. 

the nature of an object; the characteristics 
of an object, according to RB. 

that which is natural. 

bare unrelated particular presented in 
the initial stage of perception, according 
to Buddhism. 

independent. 

prakrti in its subtle form combined with 
jwas in their subtle form, according to 
Visistadvaita; one of the three qualities 
of prakrti, which causes ignorance. 

the subtle elements. 

logical arguments. 

metaphysical categories. 


tattva-jnana 
tejas 
trivitkarana 
tryanuka 

tuccha 
upadana-karana 
upadhi 

upaya 


utkranti 

utpatti 
vaidharmya 
vaisamya 
vaisamyavastha 
vibhu 

vidheya 


vidhi 
vidyasthana 


vijnana 
vikrti 
vinasa 
visesa 


visesana 
visesya 


visista 
visistatkya 


vivarta 
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spiritual knowledge of metaphysical Reality. 
fire. 

admixture of three elements. 
combination of three atoms. 
non-existent. 

material cause. 

limiting adjunct. 

the means or the spiritual discipline 
adopted to attain a higher goal. 

exit of the j;va from the body after death. 
production. 

having distinctive features. 

partiality. 

state of disturbance. 

all-pervasive. 

That which is wholly and always controlled 
by a Higher Being, such as jiva. 
injunction. 

branches of learning which serve as sup- 
plemental treatises for acquiring know- 
ledge, such as the six Vedangas—Kalpa, 
Siksa, Vyakarana, Jyotisa, Nirukta, and 
Chandas. 

knowledge; series of mental ideas according 
to Buddhism. 

the evolutes which evolve from prakrtiand 
which also serve as the cause of other 
evolutes. 

destruction. 

individuality as a special quality that subsists 
in eternal objects according to Vaisesikas. 
quality; attribute. 

substance or substrate in which quality 
inheres. , 

that which is qualified with attribute; a 
characterized entity. 

oneness or organic unity of a substance 
as inseparably related to its attributes. 
illusory appearance ofan entity as different 


from what it actually is. 
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vyapti 


vyasti-srsti 
vyavaharika 


yadrcchà 









mmT 


Thon à 
DEX x Nn. 
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pervasion; invariable concomitance bet- 
ween two objects. 

creation of the variegated universe. 
empirical; that which is accepted as real 
for practical purposes. 

chance. 
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